This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of
to make the world’s books discoverable online.

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was nevel
to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domair
are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that’s often difficult to discover.

Marks, notations and other marginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book’s long journey fro
publisher to a library and finally to you.

Usage guidelines

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belon
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we have take
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying.

We also ask that you:

+ Make non-commercial use of the fild&e designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these fil
personal, non-commercial purposes.

+ Refrain from automated queryirigo not send automated queries of any sort to Google’s system: If you are conducting research on m:
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encc
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help.

+ Maintain attributionThe Google “watermark” you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping ther
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it.

+ Keep it legalWhatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume |
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can’t offer guidance on whether any specific
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book’s appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in al
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liability can be quite severe.

About Google Book Search

Google’s mission is to organize the world’s information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps
discover the world’s books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on
athttp://books.google.com/ |



http://books.google.com/books?id=6AgXAAAAIAAJ&ie=ISO-8859-1










...tO‘



e o ——— . —————







The
JInternational Critical Commentary
on the fiolp Scriptures of the OB and

New estaments

UNDER THE EDITORSHIP OF

THE REv. CHARLES AUGUSTUS BRIGGS, D.D,

Edward Robinson Professor of Biblical Theology,
Union Theological Seminary, New York.:

THE REv. SAMUEL ROLLES DRIVER, D.D.
Regius Professor of Hebrew, Oxford ;

THE REv. ALFRED PLUMMER, M.A., D.D.
Master of University College, Durkam.






@he Intermational Criticsl Commentary

on_the folp Scriptures of the O and

New estaments,

EDITORS PREFACE.

THERE are now before the public many Commentaries,
written by British and American divines, of a popular or
homiletical character. Zhe Camdridge Bible for Schools,
the Handbooks for Bible Classes and Private Students, The
Speaker’s Commentary, The Popular Commentary (Schaff),
The Expositor's Bible, and other similar series, have their
special place and importance. But they do not enter into
the field of Critical Biblical scholarship occupied by such
serics of Commentaries as the Kursgefasstes exegelisches
Handbuck sum A. T.; De Wette's Kursgefasstes exegetisches
Handbuck zum N. T.; Meyer's Kritisch-exegetischer Kom-
mentar; Keil and Delitzsch’s Biblischer Commentar iiber das
A. T.; Lange's Theologisch-homsletisches Bsbelwerk; Nowack’s
Handkommentar zum A. T.; Holtzmann’s Handkommentar
sum N. T. Several of these have been translated, edited,
and in some cases enlarged and adapted, for the English-
speaking public; others are in process of translation. But
no corresponding series by British or American divines
has hitherto been produced. The way has been prepared
by special Commentaries by Cheyne, Ellicott, Kalisch,
Lightfoot, Perowne, Westcott, and others; and the time has
come, in the judgment of the projectors of this enterprise,
when it is practicable to combine British and American
scholars in the production of a critical, comprehensive
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Commentary that will be abreast of modern biblical scholar-
ship, and in a measure lead its van.

Messrs. Charles Scribner’s Sons of New York, and Messrs.
T. & T. Clark of Edinburgh, propose to publish such a
series of Commentaries on the Old and New Testaments,
under the editorship of Prof. C. A. BricGs, D.D,, in America,
and of Prof. S. R. DRrIVER, D.D,, for the Old Testament, and
the Rev. ALFRED PLUMMER, D.D., for the New Testament,
in Great Britain. .

The Commentaries will be international and inter-con-
fessional, and will be free from polemical and ecclesiastical
bias. They will be based upon a thorough critical study of
the original texts of the Bible, and upon critical methods of
interpretation. They are designed chiefly for students and
clergymen, and will be written in a compact style. Each
book will be preceded by an Introduction, stating the results
of criticism upon it, and discussing impartially the questions
still remaining open. The details of criticism will appear
in their proper place in the body of the Commentary. Each
section of the Text will be introduced with a paraphrase,
or summary of contents. Technical details of textual and
philological criticism will, as a rule, be kept distinct from
matter of a more general character; and in the Old Testa-
ment the exegetical notes will be arranged, as far as
possible, so as to be serviceable to students not acquainted
with Hebrew. The History of Interpretation of the Books
will be dealt with, when necessary, in the Introductions,
with critical notices of the most important literature of
the subject. Historical and Archeological questions, as
well as questions of Biblical Theology, are included in the
plan of the Commentaries, but not Practical or Homiletical
Exegesis. The Volumes will constitute a uniform series.
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THe following eminent Scholars are engaged upon the
Volumes named below :—

Genesis.

_ Exodus.
bevit{cul.
Numbers,
Deuteronomy.

Joshua,

Judges.

Samuel. -

Kings.

Chronicles.

Ezra and

Nehemiah,

Psalms.

Proverbs.
Job.
Isaiah.

Jeremiah.

Minor Prophets.

Daniel

THE OLD TESTAMENT.

The Rev. T. K. CREYNE, D.D., Oriel Professor of the
Interpretation of Holy Scripture, Oxford.

The Rev. A. R. S. KENNEDY, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,
University of Edinburgh.

The Rev. J. F. STENNING, M.A., Fellow of Wadham Col-
lege, Oxford.

G. BUCHANAN GRAY, B.A., Lecturer in Hebrew, Mans-
field Gollege, Oxford.

The Rev. S. R. DriveRr, D.D., Regius Professor of
Hebrew, Oxford. [Vow Ready.

The Rev. GRORGE ADAM SMiTH, D.D., Professor of
Hebrew, Free Church College, Glasgow.

‘The Rev. GEORGE MOOREK, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,
Andover Theological Seminary, Andover, Mass.

' [Now Ready.

The Rev. H. P. SMITH, D.D., Professor of Biblical Lit-
erature, Amherst College, Mass. [Now Ready.

The Rev. FRANCIS BROWN, D.D., Professor of Hebrew
and Cognate Languages, Union Theological Seminary,
New York City.

The Rev. EDWARD L. CurTis, D.D., Professor of He-
brew, Yale University, New Haven, Conn.

The Rev. L. W. BATTEN, Ph.D., Professor of Hebrew,
P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia.

The Rev. CHARLES A. Bricgs, D.D., Edward Robinson
Professor of Biblical Theology, Union Theological
Seminary, New York.

The Rev. C. H. Tov, D.D., Professor of Hebrew, Har-
vard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts. [ KXeady.

The Rev. S. R. Driver, D.D., Regius Professor of
Hebrew, Oxford.

The Rev. A. B. DavipsoN, D.D., LL.D., Professor of
Hebrew, Free Church College, Edinburgh.

The Rev. A. F. KIRKPATRICK, D.D., Regius Professor of
Hebrew, Cambridge, England.

W. R. HARPER, Ph.D,, LL.D., President of the University
of Chicago, Illinois.

The Rev. JouN P. PETERs, Ph.D., D.D., Rector of St.
Michael’s Church, New York City.
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8. Luke,
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THE NEW TESTAMENT.

The Kev, Witssn:ousy C. ALLen, M.A., Fellow of
Exater College, Oxford. .

The Kev. F. P. Goury, D.D., Professor of New Testa-
ment Literature, P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia.
[Now Ready.

The Kev, AvLvard PLummesr, D.D., Master of University
College, Dusham, [Now Ready.

The Rev. Wistiam SANDAY, D.D., Lady Margaret Pro-
fessor of Divinity, Oxford, and the Rev. WILLOUGHBY
C., AN, M.A., Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford.

The Rev. Farpurick H. Cxasg, D.D., Fellow of Christ’s
College, Cambridge.

The Rev. WiLLiaM SANDAY, D.D., Lady Margaret Pro-
femsor of Divinity and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford,
and the Kev, A, C, HrADLAM, M.A.,, Fellow of All Souls’
College, Oxford. [Now Ready.

The Rev. Akcu. Rowsertson, D.D., Principal of
King's College, London,

The Rev. Exnkst D. BurToN, A.B., Professor of New
T'estament Literature, University of Chicago.

The Rev, T, K. AnsotT, B.D,, D. Lit., formerly Professor
of Biblical Greek, Trinity College, Dublin, [Vow Ready.

The Rev. MARVIN R, VINCENT, D.D,, Professor of Bibli-
cal Literature, Union Theological Seminary, New York
Clty, [Notw Ready.

The Rev. T. C. Enwarns, D.D., Principal of the Theo-
logical College, Bala; late Principal of University
College of Wales, Aberystwyth,

The Rev. Jamrs H. Rorks, A.B,, Instructor of New Tes-
tament Criticism in Harvard University.

The Rev. Wantkr Lock, DD, Warden of Keble
College, and Dean lreland, Professor of Exegesis,
Oxtord,

The Rev, Cutartks Biag, D.D., Leamington, England.
[Now Reedy.
The Rev. S, D, F. SaLmonp, D.D., Professor of New
‘:‘euament Exegesis, Free Church College, Aber-
deen,

The Rev. Ronkrr H. Cuariks, M.A, Trinity College,
Dublin, and Excter College, Oxford.
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PREFACE.

THE plan and purpose of this series of commentaries are so
well illustrated by the volumes that have preceded this — the one
on Deuteronomy by Professor Driver and the one on Judges by
Professor Moore — that further statement would be superfluous.
In preparing the present number of the series I have constantly
had occasion to admire the work of these predecessors, and I
shall be gratified if the present volume shall be found worthy
of a place by the side of theirs.

The historical importance of the Books of Samuel must be
evident to the least attentive reader. In them we have the only
sources of information concerning the origin of the monarchy in
Israel. How much this implies will be seen if we suppose the
names of Samuel, Saul, and David blotted out of our history of
Israel. Besides the direct information which we receive from
their narrative, these books throw great light upon the manners,
customs, and religion of Israel, not only for the period of which
they professedly treat, but also for the times in which the various
authors lived and wrote.

An understanding of these books is therefore a first necessity
to the scholar who would correctly apprehend the history of
Israel. Such an understanding is not so easy to attain as appears
upon the surface. For one thing, the Hebrew text has come
to us much corrupted in transmission — imperfect to a greater
degree than that of any other part of the Old Testament, with
perhaps one exception. The difficult and delicate task thus

thrown upon the exegete will appear to the careful student of
vii
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this volume. In the second place, these books present peculiar
problems for the so-called higher criticism. Nowhere are the
phenomena of a complex literary process more obvious, and yet
nowhere are these phenomena more difficult to interpret.

The expositor is encouraged in the face of these difficulties
by the fact that excellent work has already been done in both
these departments of study. The criticism of the text was
seriously undertaken (though with inadequate apparatus) by
Thenius in 1842, and since that time the problem has been
attacked by Wellhausen, Klostermann, Driver, and Budde. In
the department of the higher criticism so much cannot be said.
Yet even here the books before us have had as much attention
as any part of the Old Testament, except the Pentateuch and
the Book of Isaiah.

Originality can hardly be claimed by one who follows in such
a train. I can only claim that I have carefully considered every
suggestion of my predecessors and have tried to judge it on its
merits. With regard to the text, the emendations of Thenius and
Wellhausen have become a part of exegetical tradition.

In my anxiety to be helpful to the beginner I have sometimes
explained that which the more advanced student will find to be
sufficiently clear in itself. So far as I know, I have passed no
difficulty by in silence. That the consideration of many passages
results in a #on /iguet will probably not be found surprising.

The preparation of the commentary, after being begun, was
interrupted for about two years by causes beyond my control.
For the greater part of the time in which I was engaged upon
it, no good library was within my reach. My friend Professor
Briggs and the librarians of Union, Lane, and Hartford Theo-
logical Seminaries generously relieved this difficulty by granting
me the use of a number of volumes—a courtesy which it gives
me pleasure here to acknowledge.

" AMHERST, MASs., /uly 20, 1898.
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INTRODUCTION.

———

§ 1. The Titlk.

THE two books are one book in Hebrew manuscripts. The
division into two was first made by the Greek translators or by
the Greek copyists. As we know from classic writers, the rolls on
which Greek and Latin works were written were of certain con-
ventional sizes. Biblical books (Samuel, Kings, Chronicles) were
divided into two in order to conform to this rule of the trade.
The division passed over into the Latin Bible, but invaded the
Hebrew copies only with the first Rabbinical Bible of Bomberg.*®
The original state of the case is still indicated, in editions of
the Hebrew, by the Massoretic summary which gives the number
of verses only at the end of the second book, thus treating the
two as one. In this summary we find also the phrase Book of
Samuel used, and are told that the middle verse is the one num-
bered by us 1 S. 28%. Origen is quoted by Eusebiust as affirm-
ing specifically that the first and second Books of the Kingdoms
form one book among the Hebrews, and that this bears the name
of Samuel. A Greek MS. also remarks } at the close of 1 S. that
Aquila_following the Hebrews does not divide but makes the two
one book. Jerome in the Prologus Galeatus (printed in the
authorized editions of the Vulgate) names as third in the list of
the Prophets, Samuel, quem nos Regum primum et secundum dici-
mus. With this agrees the Talmud, which names Judges, Samuel,
Kings, § as though each were but a single book.

* Published at Venice, 1516. Cf. Ginsburg, /ntroduction to the Massoretico-
Critical Edition of the Hebrew Bible (1897).

+ Hist. Eccles. V1. 23, as cited by KL

1 Field, Hexap. Orig. 1. p. 543.

§ The passage (Babda Bathra, 14a) is translated in Briggs, Bibdlical Study (1883),
p- 175 ff., and Briggs, General Introduction to the Study of Holy Scripture (1899),
p- 252f.

xi



X1 INTRODUCTION

The title of the book (or books) is in the Hebrew Canon
Samuel, apparently because Samuel is the leading character in
the earlier chapters. The name is unfortunate, as Samuel ceases
to be prominent after the middle of the first book, and David
occupies the narrator’s whole attention from that point on. The
infelicity is removed by the Greek translators who count the two
books as First and Second Books of the Kingdoms, the two fol-
lowing counting Third and Fourth of the series. The Latin
adopted a modification of this form, counting four books of Kings
(Regum). In at least one printed edition of the Hebrew text,
this name has been introduced by the side of the other.

In the more accurate editions of the Hebrew text 2 S. has no heading, and
is separated only by a space of three words’ breadth from the preceding book.
The note at the end of 2 S. begins Sswe pp+ D> 012D, the verses of the
two books together being reckoned 1506. The edition which introduces
2vScAn (32) PN oo along with () ‘k bmow is the edition of Plantin,
1680. In @& we find Baci\esd» wpdry, delrepa, represented in some Latin
MSS. by Regnorum instead of Regum. In & Kethdbhd dashmw'il nebhiyd.

§ 2. Contents.

The Books of Samuel form a part of the continuous history of
Israel which begins with the conquest of Canaan and ends with
the Exile, or, if we include the Pentateuch as is apparently the
design of the collectors of the books, which begins with the Crea-
tion and ends with the Exile. This part of the history is, how-
ever, less closely connected with the Book of Judges, which
precedes, than with the First Book of Kings, which follows. For,
while there is every reason to believe that the Philistine oppres-
sion, from which Samson began to deliver Israel, is the same
which afflicted the people in the time of Samuel, we have no
certain means of deciding how long a time had elapsed from the
death of Samson until the events narrated in 1 S. 1; while at the
conclusion of 2 S. the unfinished life of David is immediately
continued in the opening chapters of 1 K.

The period covered by these books may be estimated at about
a hundred years. It was evidently one of the most important
centuries in the life of Israel, for in it was effected the transition
from the tribal form of government (if government it may be

-br

-
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called) to the settled monarchy of David. At the opening of the
period the prominent figures (Eli, Samuel) are classed by the
author with the heroes of the Book of Judges. Saul is the first
who attempts to cement the people together by the monarchy.
Although his experiment ended in disaster, there is no reason to
doubt that his failure paved the way for David’s success. In the
long struggle against the Philistine oppressor the nation realized
its own unity, learned its own strength, and prepared to play its
part in the history of the world. What light we have upon this
time of storm and stress, of heroic struggle and high achievement,
comes from the Books of Samuel.

In accordance with what has just been said, the subject-matter
divides itself readily under the three heads: Samuel, Saul, and
David. But as the three are contemporaneous for some years, the
sections overlap, and the transition period of Saul falls within
the time allotted to Samuel on the one hand or to David on the
other. Such seems to have been the mind of the author (or final
redactor) of the Books, to whom Saul was of minor importance.
This is sufficiently indicated by the fact that Samuel is the real
authority after Saul is anointed, and that so soon as Saul is

" rejected David is anointed. To the theocratic view, the history

belongs to Samuel and to David, and its two sections are 1 S. 1-15,
the life of Samuel; and 1 S. 16-2 S. 24, the life of David. The
life of David, however, consists of two well-marked sections, the
first, the period of struggle, is described in 1 S. 16-2 S. 1;
the second, his reign over Israel, occupies 2 S. 2—24.

The plan of the Book is of course the plan of the final editor. The remarks
just made concerning the minor importance of Saul apply to the view of this
editor alone. For it is evident that the work embodies documents whose view
of Saul is much more favourable. To the earlier writer Saul is one of the
heroic figures in the history of Israel, and this writer would doubtless have
made the story of Saul equally important with the story of David. The manner
in which his work is now interrupted by sections of a different tenor makes it
difficult to form a distinct scheme of the Book. But the following schedule
will show the subjects treated :

A. 1 SAMUEL 1-15. THE LIFE OF SAMUEL.

1-7. Samuel as Judge.
11-4's, Birth, consecration, and call.
4'>2, The house of Eli.
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5-71. The capture and return of the Ark.
7¥Y. Deliverance from the Philistines.

8-12. Election of a King.
8. The people’s demand.
9, 10. Saul is secretly anointed and then publicly chosen.
11. Saul’s victory over Ammon.
12. Samuel’s farewell address,

13-15. Saul's Early Reign.
13, 14. Defeat of the Philistines.
15. Disobedience and rejection.

B. 1 SAMUEL 16-2 SAMUEL I. SAUL AND DAVID.

161-211. David at the Court.
16118, The secret unction.
16%8, The service of Saul.
171-185, The encounter with Goliath,
1850, Saul’s jealousy.
19. Attempts upon David’s life.
20'-211. David’s flight.

218-26. David an Outlaw Captain.
21%10, The help of the priest.
2111225, The escape made good.
2288, Murder of the priests.

23. Saul seeks David.
24. David spares Saul.
25. David and Nabal.
26. David spares Saul.

27-2 S. 1. David as Vassal of Achisk.
27. David takes service.
28. Saul’s extremity.
29. David’s rejection from the Philistine army.
30. Burning of Ziklag.
31. The battle of Gilboa.
2 S. 1. Information of Saul’s death,

C. 2 SAMUEL 2-24. DAviD THE KING.

2-4. In Hebron.
21-3L, The civil war.
3%5. David’s family.
3%%, Death of Abner.
4 Assassination of Ishbaal.
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5-24. In Jerusalem.
5. Capture of Jerusalem.
6. Transfer of the Ark.
7. The Messianic promise,
8. Sundry wars.
9. Meribbaal.
10-12. The Ammonite war and David’s adultery.
13. Amnon’s crime and Absalom’s revenge.
14. Absalom'’s recall.
15-19. The usurpation.
20. Sheba’s revolt.
2114, The Gibeonites avenged.
21%-8, Sundry exploits. -
221-237. Two Psalms.
2353, Catalogue of the chief warriors.
24. The pestilence.

§ 3. Composition of the Book.

As is now well known, the Hebrew historians whose works have
come down to us made free use of previously existing documents.
Their method is abundantly exemplified in the Books of Chroni-
cles, where we are able to compare the result and the sources.
Where the earlier documents, or sources of compilation, have
perished, as is the case in the books we are now considering, the
demonstration is not so striking. But even here the phenomena
are sufficiently plain, and enable us to say with practical certainty
that the method was the same. The first thing that attracts our
attention in reading the story of Samuel and David is the obvious
duplication of certain incidents. Two denunciations of Eli’s course
are related, either one of which abundantly answers the author’s
purpose. There are two accounts of Saul’s rejection, and the
second makes no allusion to the earlier. The two (or three)
accounts of Saul's appointment as king are probably another
example. Two accounts of David’s coming to court have long
given trouble to the harmonist. We have two sets of negotiations
for Saul’s daughter, the later being ignorant of the earlier one.
There are at least two accounts of David’s flight from court, two
of his having Saul in his power, two of his seeking refuge with
Achish, two of the death of Saul: The difficulty of working these
into one history increases with each additional incident. The
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simplest way to account for them is to suppose that they are real
duplicates, — variant accounts of the same series of events, put
together by a compiler who wished to preserve for us whatever
he found of interest in both (or all) his sources.

Equally convincing is the difference in style and point of view,
which is noticed as we pass from one section to another. In one
place Samuel appears as the theocratic ruler of the peopie, com-
parable to Moses, and to Moses alone among the heroes of Israel.
He administers the government as the representative of Yahweh.
The whole people gather at his call, and he rebukes and com-
mands with more than kingly authority. In another place he is
the seer of a small town, respected as one who blesses the sacrifice
and presides at the local festival, but known only as a clairvoyant,
whose information concerning lost or strayed property is reliable.
Even thus he is unknown to Saul, whose home is only a few miles
away. With this difference of view goes a difference of political
theory. In one account Saul is chosen as king by God, is wel-
comed by Samuel, is assured that God is with him and encour-
aged to act as he finds opportunity. His election by God is an
act of grace ; for God has looked upon the affliction of his people,
and now promises that Saul shall deliver them from the hand of
the Philistines. But in other sections of the narrative the desire
of the people for a king is an act of rebellion against Yahweh.
Their act is an act of apostasy parallel to all their rebellions of
earlier times. No wonder; for to this narrator the Philistine
oppression has already been relieved by Samuel. By spiritual
weapons these enemies have been vanquished so that they come
no more into the territory of Israel, and even surrender the terri-
tory which they had taken away. So great a discrepancy, not in
details of the narrative only, but also in the whole view of the
same period, is not conceivable in one author. It can be accounted
for only on the hypothesis that various works have been combined
in one.

§ 4. Analysis of r Samuel i—xv.
As already remarked, these chapters form a distinctly marked

section of the work before us. Within this section we can easily
select certain paragraphs which have a common tone. In these
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Samuel appears as the theocratic ruler of Israel. The most strik-
ing instance is chapter 7*%. In this section Samuel’s influence
suffices to make the people put away their false gods as by
a common impulse. At his command they gather at Mizpah.
Their assembly is a religious convocation. The Philistine attack
finds the” people apparently undefended. But the prevailing
prayer of Samuel is stronger than earthly weapons. Throughout
the chapter, Samuel reminds us of Moses. Like the great Law-
giver, Samuel rebukes the people, judges them, intercedes for
them. Their victory over the enemy is due to his prayers, as
the victory over Amalek in the Wilderness is due to the upraised
hands of Moses.

The parallel continues in- the next chapter (ch. 8). Here the
people rebel against their prophet, and in so doing rebel against
Yahweh himself. Their action is as ungrateful as was their mur-
muring in the Wilderness. Their hearts are incorrigible. Even
the fact that Samuel’s sons do not walk in his ways is not allowed
to mitigate their guilt. The position of Samuel as Yahweh’s
vicegerent is impregnable.

The continuation of the story is 10¥®. The choice of a king
by lot follows immediately on the people’s demand. In handling
the lot Samuel appears not exactly as another Moses, but at least
as another Joshua. Like Joshua also he delivers a farewell address,
now contained in chapter 12. This originally followed at once on
the election of Saul. Its resemblance to Jos. 24 is obvious. In
it Samuel still appears as the executive officer of the theocracy.
He holds up to the people their revolt against Yahweh, and con-
vinces them that they have sinned in asking a king. The convic-
tion leads to no attempt to undo what has been done, and people

and king are allowed to go on on sufferance. But they are sol-
~ emnly warned that, if they do ill, they and their king will perish.

The forebodings which thus cast their shadows over Saul’s
inauguration are realized in chapter 15. Although Samuel has
resigned the supreme power, the king is still subject to his order;
and he commands Saul to exterminate the Amalekites. Saul obeys
only in part, and for his sin is peremptorily deposed —de sure
deposed, for the prophet consents to pay him outward honour.
But to the author’s view, the experiment with Saul has turned out
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a failure; and Samuel pronounces the divine sentence to this
effect. -

The common tone of these chapters will be admitted by the
attentive reader, and their contrast with the sections now inter-
polated between them will scarcely be denied. And, reading
them in connexion, we discover that they form an unbroken nar-
rative. Their author told in them all that he cared to tell of the
life of Saul. But we naturally suppose that he told more of Samuel,
who was to him the important figure. And it is altogether likely
that he introduced him at an earlier stage of life than that in which
he here appears —already at the height of his power. It is not
improbable, therefore, that the account of Samuel’s birth and
youth form part of the same document. And in the account of
this which we find in 1 there is nothing inconsistent with the sup-
position that it is a part of the same history. With this we
naturally take the call of the prophet as narrated in 3. As the
text now stands, chapter 4 belongs in the same connexion, for it
is the sequel of 3.

Provisionally, then, we may restore a life of Samuel which was
once a separate document and which embraced what we now read
as chapters 1, 3, 4, 7%, 8, 10", 12, 15. I will designate it Sm.
We next examine the parts which do not belong to this source,
and our attention is attracted by g'-10". This is a continuous,
and, for the most part, homogeneous, narrative, contrasting re-
markably with the one we have been examining. It begins like
a separate book, introducing persons hitherto unknown. When
Samuel appears, it is in a very different character from the one he
wears in Sm. This story has little of the theological character of
the other account, though the author shows piety of another
stamp. Chapters 11, 13?-14%, agree so well in their tone with
9, 10, that we have little difficulty in joining them together. As
in the other case, they belong to a single document, and are
apparently continuous.* This document is a life of Saul, as truly
as the other is a life of Samuel, and we may call it S/

There are considerable portions which have not yet been as-

® Some minor sections, which do not at first sight agree with the context in
which they are found, will be considered later.
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signed to either of our two sources. The most marked in its indi-
viduality is the account of the Ark in the country of the Philistines,
§'=7% It contains no references to Samuel or Saul, so that we are
quite at a loss to place it. Our only clue is that it presupposes
the capture of the Ark, the account of which is now contained
in 4. We therefore put it in Sm., but its individuality is so
marked that we may suspect it to have been embodied in that
document from some source now lost to us. Chapter 2, which
next claims our attention, is made up of several distinct para-
graphs. First is Hannah's Psalm. This is now universally con-
ceded to be an independent composition inserted in the text from
some poetical collection like our own Book of Psalms. We next
find an account of the wickedness of Eli's sons, 2*7, followed
by a panegyric of Samuel %, The next four verses take up
Eli's sons again, while v.® recurs to Samuel. Finally, we have a
denunciation of Eli (27®) by an anonymous man of God who
reminds us of the similar character in 1 K. 13

By experiment we discover that the paragraphs concerning Eli's
sons and the weakness of their father, with the message of the
man of God, can be put together without the references to Samuel.
But the references to Samuel do not stand together (if taken by
themselves), and seem to have been inserted into the other
account when it was already complete. The case is not like that
of the references to Eli in chapter 1, for those references are so
wrought into the narrative that we cannot suppose them ever to
have been independent of it, nor it ever to have existed without
them. The riddle will be solved if we suppose that Sm. took
from an earlier source the account of the wickedness of Eli’s sons,
the rebuke of the anonymous prophet, and the account of the
capture and restoration of the Ark. This material he wrought
into his life of Samuel in the usual method of the Hebrew
historiographer.

The analysis given above, so far as the separation of the documents is con-
cerned, is the one now the common property of criticism. The only point at
which I have ventured to diverge from my predecessors is in regard to the
denunciation of punishment contained in 2%-%, This is generally taken to be
a sheer intrusion made by a very late hand, after the virtual completion of our
present Book. The argument is, that it duplicates chapter 3 and takes away
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its point. The truth in this is that 4 is the sequel either of 27-% or of 3. One
of the two denunciations is superfluous. But I find it more probable that an
author in writing the life of Samuel should add 3 to the denunciation already
in the text, than that one should put 27-% into a text which already has the
message to Samuel. The author of Sm. must give the honour to Samuel even
if he found the anonymous already there. And that the anonymous is pre-
supposed is evident from 33, for in this verse Yahweh says: /n that day [ will
execute upon Eli all that I have spoken against his house. The palpable refer-
ence is to what the man of God has said in the preceding chapter.

The earlier document which I here postulate consists of 212 17. 2-23. 21-36 41b_y1,
It also contained originally some further account of Eli and of Shiloh which
the author could not use. One indication of this is the fact that Eli steps
upon the scene in 1? without introduction. As a Philistine oppression of forty
years is known to the author of Judges (13!), from which Samson only degan
to deliver Israel (Jd. 13% %), it is not unlikely that this Eli document was once
read in that connexion. The argument that 2%-3 js of later date than the
context has no weight in the face of the difficulty we meet in assigning a defi-
nite date to either of our documents,

So far as Saul is concerned, the two narratives which we have
separated cover the same ground. Each has an account of his
election, both make Samuel the instrument of his anointing, each
gives an exploit of his, each narrates his rejection. They must
have existed as separate histories before they were combined in
our present text. Of the two, Sl. is evidently the older document.
It is more primitive in its religious ideas. It has a near and clear
view of the personages and of the progress of events. We may
class it with the stories of Gideon, of Jephthah, and of Samson,
which form the groundwork of the Book of Judges. The other
account, so far as it is original with the author whom we call Sm.,
is less concrete. It idealizes persons and events. It is dominated
by a theological idea. It is, in fact, in line with the latest redac-
tor of the Book of Judges, who embodied the Deuteronomistic
theory of history in the framework of that book. There is reason
to suppose, therefore, that Sm. designed to replace the older his-
tory by one of his own which would edify his generation. This
design and this method are indications of a comparatively late
date — perhaps in or after the Exile.

The historical method which joins together two or more documents, narrat-
ing the same events or treating the same subject, is so well illustrated in the
Pentateuch that I need not stop to argue the probabilities in its favour in the
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Books of Samuel. The original independence of the document which we
have called Sl. accounts for the insertion of one section which has puzzled the
critics. I refer to 133-1%s, the first account of Saul’s rejection or of the breach
between him and Samuel. The paragraph is an evident duplicate of 15 and
its insertion in the completed book is unaccountable. Yet the critics generally
assume that it is a late insertion by an editor or scribe to whom Saul’s rejection
in 15 came too late. As the reason why the other events of Saul’s life are
duplicated is that they are narrated once in each document, there is a pre-
sumption that the same is true in this case, The section 1351 was Sl’s
account of Saul's rejection and was inserted into his history before Sm. was
written. The argument is briefly: (1) that this section was closely inwoven
into SL by the preparatory verse 10%, This could hardly be called the method
of a mere interpolator; (2) historical fidelity called for some account of this
kind. The fact was notorious that Saul’s kingdom did not endure. This was
as well known to the writer of Sl. as it is to us. Though far from the prag-
‘matism of Sm. he would yet find the reason for this in the will of Yahweh and
bis prophet; (3) this account is as mild as it well could be. It does not blame
Saul but leaves us in doubt whether he was really at fault. In this respect,
certainly, the paragraph does not show dependence on 15, where a high-
banded act of disobedience is narrated. The gentler treatment of Saul would
naturally come earlier in time; (4) only by supposing this to have preceded
can we account for the geographical location of 15. As is well known, the
centre of Samuel’s public activity, according to Sm., is Mizpah. It is here
that he calls the people together on solemn occasions, and it is here that Saul
would most naturally bring the people for his festivities. Why then do we
find the festivities and the rejection of 15 at Gilgal? Only because the author
had before him an account which already made Gilgal the site.*

It remains to inquire whether either of the two documents was
complete in itself, or whether one or the other contained more
than the life of a single hero. The probability is in favour of each
one’s being part of a larger history. The life of David was so
important in the eyes of any Israelitic writer (we may feel sure)
that the life of Saul or of Samuel would be treated as an intro-

* In order to show the state of the discussion I have here assumed that the
paragraph in question is exactly 138-15, which is its extent according to the analysis
of Wellhausen, Budde, and others. The exact boundaries of the insertion how-
ever are not absolutely certain, as the reader will see by turning to the exposition
in the body of the book. I myself think it begins with v.4. It should be remarked
also that though the section was in the history of Sl. before it was joined to Sm., it
is nevertheless an addition to the earliest text of SL It fits so badly in its present
context that it shows itself to be an insertion. My only contention is that it is an
early insertion.
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duction to the story of David. This is confirmed by the phe-
nomena before us. Chapter 15, which is as far as we have traced
Sm., is continued in 16", while 14" certainly prepares the way
for 16“®. The paragraph 14" is indeed a concluding summary
such as we find elsewhere at the end of an important reign or
period. But it is probable that the author of Sl. would at least
give us some account of his hero’s death. As he has no more
exploits to tell, it is not improper for him to insert his summary
here. Still it is possible that these verses are a later insertion or
have been transferred hither from some other place.

Redactional alterations, made to fit the documents together,
are not numerous. The most marked is 11*" where the proposi-
tion to renerw the kingdom is a concession to the other document.
Some other minor alterations or insertions will be considered in
the course of the exposition.

This is the place to consider whether the two streams of narra-
tive so plainly discernible in 1 Sam. 1-15 belong to the Penta-
teuchal (Hexateuchal) authors commonly known as J and E.
The affirmative has been maintained by recent critics.* The
document which I have called Sm. these scholars identify with E,
and the other history they attribute to J. Repeated examination
of the points of resemblance has failed to convince me of the
identity which is claimed. Details may be left until we come to
the exposition ; but here it may be allowed to say that Sm. shows
quite as many resemblances to D, or the Deuteronomic school,
as it shows to E. For Sl it seems enough to say that its affini-
ties seem to be with the stories that form the basis of the Book
of Judges rather than with the traditions of the Patriarchs told us
by J. :

" § 5. Analysis of 1 Samuel xvi—2 Samuel 3.

The problems presented by this section of the history are more
complicated than those just considered. The confusion and in-

* The theory that the Pentateuchal sources extend into the historical books is as
old as Gramberg's X7itische Geschichte (1830) and was elaborated by Schrader in
the eighth edition of De Wette's Einleitung (1869). It has recently been revived
by Budde and Comnill, with the qualified approval of Professor Moore (Judges, p.
xxxiii £). A judicious review of the arguments of Bu. and Co. is given by Kittel,
SK. 1891, p. 44 fL.

A
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consistencies of the narrative, and the evident duplicates which it
contains, show that it is composite. Butas Saul and David appear
in both accounts, and as Samuel is in the background, it is more
difficult to separate the documents. Chapter 16 encourages us
to make a beginning, for it introduces David to us twice. In the
first half of the chapter he is a shepherd boy not old enough to
be called to the family sacrifice. In the second half he is a war-
rior of experience and of approved valour. The two sections
cannot come from the same hand, and each of them fits admirably
to one of the two documents we have traced hitherto. For vv.I'?
are the logical sequel to 15 (Sm.) ; since the rejection of Saul
must be followed by some provision for his successor. The other
account 16'% continues 14* (Sl.), as has already been pointed
out.

The first definite clue in what follows seems to be 18® where
we read that Saul removed David from his presence (wpm) by
giving him a command of troops engaged in service away from
the court. This points back to 16 where David had been made
his armour-bearer; 18%" therefore belongs with 16"®2, It did
not follow immediately on that paragraph, however, because the
song of the women 18% which is the occasion of Saul's distrast
must have been preceded by some exploit of David’s which called
forth the eulogy. Such an exploit is indeed found in 17. But
that chapter agrees more nearly (in its representation of David'’s
youth) with the other document. We must assume that the
original paragraph has been omitted, or else that it has been
worked over so that we no longer recognize it.*

The chapter now under consideration gives an account of two
of Saul’s daughters, each of which Saul offers to David as a wife.
The two accounts are evidently independent, and one of them
shows reference to Sm. It is natural to find in the other 8%
a continuation of Sl., with which it agrees in representing Saul as
hoping to get David out of the way by the hand of the Philistines.
In this hope he is disappointed and the marriage takes place.
The account concludes with the statement that Sau/ feared David

® The question whether the recension of & is to be preferred to that of ® in 17
and 18 will be discussed in the commentary. The presumption is in favour of the
shorter text, which is that of &,



xxiv INTRODUCTION

still more. This would properly introduce one of the attempts
upon David’s life. Among several that offer themselves, the one
which fits most naturally in the story is 19" where Saul sets
guards about the house of David. The night in which this took
place is the wedding night, a time when David would be least
suspicious. The evident sequel is the flight to Nob, 21*", and
the conclusion to this is the massacre of the priests 22' 2 &3,

The most striking duplicate in what follows is 23°-24® com-
pared with 26. It is altogether probable that one of these should
be assigned to each of our documents. If so, 26 is the one which
belongs with Sl. because in it David appears as the daring warrior
who invades the enemy’s camp. The intervening matter offers
23" which seems to belong in the same stream. The story of
Nabal in 25 and the account of David’s service with Achish 27.
29. 30 also go well in this connexion. 2 S. 1 seems to be the
continuation of the same document.

Without denying the subjective nature of such an analysis, I
venture to think that we have a consistent narrative in the sec-
tions thus put together, to wit: 16"® 18%!3 ¥ ;gll-I7 5 310
228168 231 M 25, 26. 27. 29. 30. 2 S. 1. What is left is not so
homogeneous, though for the most part the fragments fit together
fairly well. It makes David, the shepherd lad secretly anointed
by Samuel, come to the camp of Saul where he slays the Philistine
champion. His introduction to Saul is followed by Jonathan's
pledge of friendship (18'*). Saul, on the other hand, is his
enemy at once and tries to pin him to the wall (18'%) — the evi-
dent reference to 16"* does not necessarily prove the coherence
of the two paragraphs. We had reason to believe in the earlier
period that Sm. was dependent to some extent on Sl. The same
seems to be true here. The evil spirit which Sl. made the occa-
sion of introducing David to the court, becomes in Sm. the divine
inciter of Saul against David. Yahweh is with David to protect
him, while Saul is the incarnation of all villainy. So in 187,
Merab is promised to David, being his by right on account of the
defeat of Goliath, but taken from him by a flagrant breach of
faith, and given to another. Soon after, Saul orders Jonathan to
slay David, but a temporary reconciliation is effected, 18%-19.
But at the next exhibition of prowess Saul tries again to murder
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David with his own hand, 19*". David escapes and comes to
Samuel at Ramah, where he is miraculously saved from Saul's
various attempts to take him, 19"**, This, it should be noticed,
is a duplicate account of what we have in 10", and as that be-
longs to Sl this is naturally attributed to Sm., where we have
already placed it. The natural continuation is 21" David’s
flight to Achish, with which we may perhaps connect 22*%, It
has already been pointed out that 23'°-24® belongs in this
document. Its tone agrees with this, for David is saved by an
interposition of Providence, 23%, and his enemy is delivered
into his hand by the same power. The distinct recognition of
David's kingly future om the part of Saul, 24%%, seems to point
in the same direction. Further, 23" should perhaps be taken
with this narrative, though it may be a later interpolation. Samuel
appears for the last time in 28, where, although dead, he plays the
part assigned to him in the earlier chapters of this source, and his
message is vindicated in 31, the story of Saul’s despair and suicide.

Reading continuously 16" 17'-18% (in the text of &) 184"
18%-19" 19'8M 21118 22% 23124 28, 31 we shall find no in-
superable objection to considering them one history. We have
thus accounted for all our text except 20 (including 21'). This
seems impossible to fit into either of our sources. It is the ac-
count of Jonathan'’s device for sounding his father and acquaint-
ing David with the result. In the composite text it comes after
Saul’s repeated attempts upon David’s life, when it is simply ludi-
crous to have Jonathan deny that David is in danger. But it is
equally out of place in either of the separate sources. In one it
comes immediately after David’s flight to Samuel, which, with
Saul’s pursuit, must have been known to all the world. In the
other it would follow David's escape from his own house, in con-
nexion with. which Saul’s animus must have been revealed to the
court and to his own immediate family. The only place where it
would seem possible is after Saul’s first manifestation of hostility,
which is the first attempt with the spear, 18*", But when we
place it here we are at once brought into difficulty by the fact
that at the end of the interview David leaves the court for good
— which contradicts the subsequent tenor of both documents.
There seems to be nothing left except to suppose we have here



XXV1 INTRODUCTION

a fragment from another source. The obvious purpose of the
story is to prepare for David’s treatment of Jonathan’s son Merib-
baal (Mephibosheth) in 2 S.® and it is possible that that story and
this originally stood in connexion. It should be noted that in
this chapter there is an assumption that it was not safe for David
to be seen with Jonathan, something which is not intimated in
either of our sources.

Here, as in the analysis of 1-15, I cannot claim originality in discovering
the paragraphs which belong together. Earlier critics, however, have been
obliged to assume a number of fragmentary insertions which do not seem to
me probable. In claiming that the book is made up of two fairly continuous
histories, I do not mean to assert that these are not themselves composite.
There is every probability in favour of this being the case. It is perhaps suf-
ficient for the present to show the first stage of the critical process. There is
evidently much yet to be done. Some minor interpolations will be discussed
in the commentary.

§ 6. Analysis of 2 Samuel ii—xxiv.

The narrative here shows few duplicate sections such as we
meet in the earlier book. It is now generally conceded that we
have in 9-20 a block of homogeneous matter from an old and
well-informed source. It reaches a period with the description
of David’s court in 20®®, A similar description is given in
8!%18 [t seems natural to suppose that in the latter place the
paragraph was intended to serve the same purpose as in the
earlier ; and, in fact, chapter 8 is a compendium of David’s wars,
designed to take the place of the more extended history in g-20.
Chapters 5 and 7 seem to belong with 8, for their author empha-
sizes the religious ideas of Israel’s unity and of David's significance
with reference to the Messianic hope. The tone of these chapters
would agree with Sm., while there seems no objection to making
9-20 a part of Sl. Chapters 2—4 will then belong with the latter,
while 6 represents matter belonging to both. At least, it is
impossible to suppose either to have lacked an account of the
capture of Jerusalem such as is here given.

The curious appendix, 21~24, contains pieces of widely different
origin. The two calamities recounted in z1'"* and 24 seem to
belong together, and to have been originally continuous. Between
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them was first inserted an old catalogue of exploits and of heroes,
21%8 2389 This was in turn rent asunder by the two Psalms,
22 and 23". Itis possible that some of this material belongs to
the documents already separated, and there seems no internal
reason why we should not make 21'* and 24 a part of the history
from which came g-zo. But how they came to be dislocated
from the main body is difficult to say. It should be noted that
the whole section, 21-24, separates what belongs together, for
1 Kings 1 is the original continuation of gSam. 20.

Spinoza in the Zractatus Theologico-Politicus sets forth the theory that all
the books from Genesis to Kings are the work of a single historian. He does
not discuss the Books of Samuel in detail, but probably held that they (like
the Pentateuch) contain fragments of different dates. Richard Simon likewise
does not discuss the composition of these books in detail, but is content to
assert that the historical books of the Bible are all compiled from ancient
records by way of abridgment. He cites the opinion of Abarbanel that
Samuel and Kings were compiled by Jeremiah out of the records of Samuel,
Nathan, Gad, and other prophets or public writers who lived before him. He
also quotes other opinions to the same effect, and remarks that there are in
these books several ways of speaking which clearly demonstrate that the last
collection was not made until a long time after most of these prophets had
lived.*

The first attempt at detailed analysis of the Books of Samuel seems to have
been made by Eichhorn, in whose Introduction + we find a comparison of the
matter common to 2 Samuel and 1 Chronicles. This he supposes to be taken
from a common source, a compendious life of David. He further points out
that 1 S. 24 and 26 are duplicates, and that 1623 and 1712 are inconsistent.
The last-mentioned paragraph he strikes out of the text, on the ground of its
omission by &. He points out also that 1 S. 1-3 and 7 are later than the
adjacent matter. =

Eichhorn's hypothesis of a brief life of David which furnished the matter
common to Samuel and Chronicles was ably refuted by De Wette in his Bei-
trdge (I1. p. 14 fl.). The same scholar} gives the evidence of compilation,
beginning with the contradiction between 16+ and 1712€-55, He adds that
these last are not consistent with 1731-40.54,  Besides other inconsistencies, he
points out the duplicate nature of 23'9-24% and 26, recognizes that 2 S. 21-24
is an appendix, and that the poetic sections are inserted from a book of songs.

® Richard Simon, A Critical History of the Old Testament, translated into
English by H. D., London, 1682; pp. 4, 23, 62.

t Einleitung in das Alte Testament, Fiinfte Auflage, Gottingen, 1823, I11. pp.
464-533.

¢ 1o his Einleitung in das Alte Testament, Vierte Auflage, Berlin, 1833.
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He does not make a thoroughgoing analysis, and contents himself with refut-
ing Bertholdt, whose work is now antiquated.

Gramberg * with genuine critical insight calls attention to the resemblance
between the pragmatism of 1 S. 7 and that of the framework of the Book of
Judges. He also recognizes that 1 S, and the early part of 2 S. consist of two
narratives which relate the same events in different ways. He disentangles
the two documents, beginning with 1 S, 9 and following them through 16.
From that point on, his analysis is not so successful.

Ewald t divides the historical books Judges to 2 Kings among six different
authors. He supposes the earliest materials to have been statistical, like 2 S.
235-%9, and that these were taken from the p .blic records —it is unfortunate
that he should class with them 1 Chr. 111947 and 1212, Next to these was a
narrative, near the events in point of time, which embraced such sections as
1S.13. 14 and 30%31, Then came an extended work, the Prophetical Book
of Kings, which is the source of a large part of the material in Samuel and
Kings (down to 2 K. 10). Another writer, of less vigorous style, covered the
same period —a specimen of his work is 1 S. §-8, and another is 1 S. 31.
Later fragments inserted into the history are 1 S. 12. 15-17. 24. 26. 28. The
work thus compiled was Deuteronomically edited, brief insertions indicating
the point of view of the editor, like 1 S. 84 and parts of 12, The final
redactor lived in the Exile, but the changes made by him in our books were
slight, the insertion of 1 S, 2% being the only one mentioned.

The analysis made by Schrader } assigns the greater part of the books to
two writers whom he distinguishes as the theocratic and the prophetic narrator,
and whom he identifies (as already mentioned) with the two authors of the
Pentateuch now generally known as E and J. The details of his analysis
however do not bear examination, as he classes together sections palpably
inconsistent.

The problem was taken in hand afresh by Wellhausen.§ With great clear-
ness of vision he separates the two main sources of 1 S., though he is not
always positive concerning the intricacies of 19 and 20. In 2 S. he makes 6.
9-20 parts of a life of David, while pointing out the various elements which
are put together in the rest of the Book. His conclusion is that the bulk of
2 S. is a literary unit, and that 1 S. 14%2-2 S. 818 is another literary unit, “in
which however the continuous thread is frequently interrupted by foreign
matter. These later insertions are doubtless supplements which attach them-
selves to the older connexion, or put a new elaboration in the place of a

® Kritische Geschichte der Religionsideen des Alten Testament, Berlin, 1830,
p. 71 fi.

t Gesch. des Volkes Israeld, 1. pp. 193-244; ETr. 1. pp. 133-168.

$ In De Wette's Einleitung, Achte Auflage, 1869.

{§ In his edition of Bleek's Einleitung, the fourth, published in 1878. This sec-
tion is not contained in the later editions of Bleek, but is reprinted in the book
entitled Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen Bicher, Berlin, 1839.

-t
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genuine member of the older document.” In 1 S. 1-14, finally, he unites
three pieces which belong to each other but which have not sprung from the
same point of view (Comp. p. 265).

Budde * marks an advance by showing how complete each of the two docu-
ments in 1 S, 1-14 is in itself. He seems to exaggerate however in declaring
that neither can be shown to be dependent on the other. In the second half
of 1 S. he finds the continuation of the same two histories but with consider-
able supplementary insertions, and he follows the two documents down to
2S. 7. As already remarked, he believed them to be identical with the Pen-
tateuchal sources E and J, having come to this conclusion independently of
Schrader.t 2 S. 8 he supposes to be a compendious conclusion to the history
of David designed to replace 920, which an editor sensitive to David’s repu-
tation left out of the history, but which one with more historic sense afterwards
reinserted. This scholar's textual and higher criticism is embodied in his
edition of the text.$ The student will readily convince himself that the analy-
sis in this book is not always correct, that the colouring is sometimes certainly
wrong, and further, that his rearrangement of the chapters in 2 S. creates a
book which in fact never had any earlier existence. But the work is never-
theless indispensable, and a distinct advance on anything which had been
done before.

Kuenen (/CO) comes to substantially the same conclusion with Well-
hausen. A careful statement of the phenomena is given by Driver, LOT®,
pp- 172-185. While agreeing with Budde that one of the two sources shows
affinity with E, he points out the considerable differences between the other
and J. Cornill (£inleitung?) seems to add little to the results of his prede-
cessors.

§ 9. The Text and Versions.

All existing copies of the Hebrew Bible represent a single
recension of the text. Extravagant views of the integrity and
perfection of this text prevailed among Jewish scholars, and
passed over into the Church. These views were formulated into
a dogma in at least one instance; and, with few exceptions,

-Protestant scholars were dominated by them down to the present

century. The integrity of the Massoretic text was mildly ques-

® Die Biicher Richter und Samuel, 1890,

+ Budde's book was preceded by a study entitled *Saul's Kénigswahl und
Verwerfung,” ZA4 TW. 1888. Cornill treated the same subject under the title “ Ein
Elohistischer Bericht ther die Entstehung des Israel. Konigtums,” ZAWKL.
1885, and in the Kdnigsberger Studien, 1887, and ZATW. 1890. His discussion
seems to have been of material help to Budde.

¢ Part 8 of Haupt's SBO7. Baltimore, 1894.
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tioned by Cappel, and roughly attacked by Morin ; but these are
only the exceptions that prove the rule. The true state of the
case with reference to the Books of Samuel has been recognized
for about half a century. The text of these books in the current
Hebrew recension is more corrupt than the text of any other part
of the Old Testament, unless it be the Book of Ezekiel. From
what has been said of Hebrew MSS. and editions, it will be seen
that variations of these among themselves give little help in the
work of emendation. In some few instances, however, the MSS.
show a better reading than is found in the printed copies.

The greater part of this commentary was prepared on the basis of Baer’s
edition (Lipsiae, 1892), with frequent reference to the editions of Jablonski,
1699, and Michaelis, 1720. In the final revision I bave carefully gone over the
edition of Ginsburg (London, 1894). I have also noted the various readings
of De Rossi in his Variae Lectiones Veteris Testamenti, Parma, 1785, Gins-
burg gives a large number of corrections in his margin, taken apparently
from the versions. I have in no case depended upon these, though in a few
instances they have called my attention to a reading whose possibility had not
occurred to me.

In the absence of light from the MSS,, we must seek the help
of the ancient versions. And among these the Greek easily takes
the first place, owing to its age and to the fact that it had a Hebrew
original very different from the one known to us. If we had & in
its earliest form, it would be equivalent to a Hebrew codex of the
first Christian century, or even of earlier date. Unfortunately the
copies of & now in our possession have suffered manifold cor-
ruption. Logically, we should wait until their faults have been
removed, and the uncorrupt original has been restored, before
proceeding to the correction of the Hebrew text.

For this we cannot wait, as such an edition is not likely to be
published for many years to come. Until it appears, we may pro-
visionally make use of the material at hand. Various editions of
@ are known to us, and with due care they may help us to valu-
able improvements in our text. The copies most accessible to us
are based with a greater or less degree of accuracy on the cele-
brated Codex Vaticanus (B). Excessive claims have sometimes
been made for this MS., as though it transmitted the original
Septuagint, or were free from Hexaplar influence. These claims
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cannot be substantiated. Codex B represents one recension of
the text of &, and one recension only. But from the number
of MSS. which are generally found agreeing with it, we may con-
clude that it represents that type with considerable fidelity.

A second group is represented by the Codex Alexandrinus (4).
That this also represents a recension — that is, a form of the text
modified by the work of an editor — must be evident to every
reader. For, on comparison of 4 with B, the former is seen to
have been systematically corrected by a Hebrew copy resembling
the one now current. Typical of a third group is the edition of
Lagarde (). This also has been frequently corrected by a
Hebrew copy or by one of the other Greek translations.* But
with almost equal frequency, this copy has retained the earlier
reading along with the correction.

The great divergence of these several types of text shows the
complexity of the problem which confronts the editor of the
Septuagint. For the corrector of the Hebrew it is not quite so
serious. It allows him to argue that where these three copies
agree they represent a very early type of text. Where they agree
in a reading different from that preserved in 3§, this reading
deserves to be considered on its merits, as if it were the read-
ing of a very ancient Hebrew copy. Internal probability should
decide between them.

We may go farther than this. Where our Greek copies differ
among themselves, we may assume that the variation has arisen
in one of two ways, — either there has been corruption of one or
more by the ordinary accidents of Greek transmission, or else one
or two have been corrected by a Hebrew copy. The skilful critic
will be able to distinguish the cases. And in any case he may
consider the reading most remote from the present Hebrew as a
possible variant of the autotype. To ascertain the weight of
probability in each particular case is undoubtedly a delicate busi-
ness. But it is along these lines that criticism must proceed.
Preceding commentators have worked along these lines, and have

® In the Books of Samuel it shows no special affinity with the fragments of
Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion that have come down to us. Its agreement
with the current text of $ is remarked by Dr. and others. Cf. Stockmayer in
ZATW. XIL. p. 218 £



xxxii INTRODUCTION

made many undoubted improvements in the text. Their argu-
ments and results have been attentively considered in the present’
work.

Hexaplar diacritical marks have been preserved for us in only a
few instances in the Books of Samuel.. The same is true of the
readings of the ancient Greek versions attributed to Aquila, Sym-
machus, and Theodotion. For these I have depended on Field,
Hexaplorum Origenis quae Supersunt, London, 1875.

The most complete apparatus for & is the well-known edition begun by
Holmes and continued by Parsons (/4/F.), Oxford, 1798-1827. The Books of
Samuel (Kings) are contained in the second volume of this work. I have con-
sulted it on all difficult passages. Repeated attempts to group the MSS, as
presented in this work have given no results in which I have confidence, and 1
have fallen back upon the rule formulated above. My citation of &, there-
fore, must be taken to mean only that &ABL agree in a particular reading.
The text of B is reproduced in Swete’s O/d Testament in Greek, 1. Cambridge,
1887, with some corrections by Nestle in the appendix to Vol. II. The varia-
tions of A are given in the margin of the same edition. The edition of
Lagarde (which the editor supposed to represent the recension of Lucian)
is entitled, Librorum Veteris Testamenti Canonicorum Pars Prior, and was
published in Géttingen, 1883.

The translation of the Bible into Latin made by Jerome (L)
has little independent value for the correction of the text. The
standard edition of the Roman Catholic Church does indeed fre-
quently depart from the meaning of the current Hebrew. But
careful examination shows that this is due to contamination from
the preceding Latin version, or versions, made from Greek proto-
types. When Jerome’s own work is cleared from these admixt-
ures it is found to represent a copy closely resembling 3§. In
preparing this commentary I have examined L by means of the
apparatus given in Vercellone's Variae Lectiones (Rome, 1864),
and have cited as & only what is confirmed by such examination.

The readings of the Old-Latin (I) sometimes throw light on the
Greek text from which they are derived. 1 have therefore exam-
ined the fragments contained in Sabatier's Bibliorum Sacrorum
Latinae Versiones Antiquae (1743), and also those given by Ver-
cellone from the margin of a codex of Leon — Codex Gothicus
Legionensis.

The Syriac version known as the Peshitta has apparently under-
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gone a revision under ecclesiastical authority. Its testimony to
a Hebrew original is therefore open to suspicion — for the im-
portance of the Greek Old Testament in the Church influenced
the revisers, if not the translators, of 8. Where this version dif-
fers materially from 3§ we cannot be sure that the variation is not
due ta Greek influence. The difficulty of using this translation in
criticism of the Hebrew is enhanced by the state of its own text.
The only printed edition within reach is that of Lee, which was a
reprint of the Syriac part of Walton's Polyglott, which in its turn
was taken from the Paris Polyglott, resting finally upon a single
MS. — of late date and slender authority. The edition published
at Oroomiah in connexion with a rendering in Modern Syriac dif-
fers very slightly from that of Lee, and it is not yet certain that it
can be called an independent witness. Where I have adduced a
reading of & I mean the edition of Lee. In a few instances this
testimony seems to have some value.*

The other translation which throws light upon the text is the
Jewish Aramaic version known as the Targum (&). It conforms
in general to the type of Hebrew current among us. But not in-
frequently it shows an apprehension of the text different from that
embodied in the Massoretic punctuation, and occasionally it
tacitly corrects even the consonants of the traditional copies. I
have collated the edition of Lagarde, which reproduces the old
and good Codex Reuchlinianus, and which was published in 1872,

§ 8. Religious Ideas of the Books of Samuel,

In turning our attention to the religious ideas expressed or
implied in the Books of Samuel, we are first impressed by the
variety of view in different parts of the work. In some places
we have a glimpse of the most primitive stage of Israel’s religion.
An instance of this is the treatment of the Teraphim (1 S. 19).
We cannot doubt that this was an image in human form and that

® The need of a critical edition of & is great. But there is no evidence that such
an edition will influence our view of the Hebrew text to any considerable extent.
On the editions and MSS. the reader may consult an article by Rahifs in Z4TW.
IX. pp. 161-210, and the volume by Barnes, An Agparatus Criticus to Chronicles,
Cambridge, 1897,
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it was an object of worship. It is mentioned as being in the house
of David, with no explanation of its coming there and with no
betrayal of surprise. We are warranted in inferring that it was a
part of the ordinary furniture of the Israelite house. The author
of the story had no idea that the use of such an image was contrary
to the command of Yahweh, or that it was inconsistent with com-
plete loyalty to him. The worst enemy of Saul never accused him
of being anything but a true worshipper of Yahweh, and David is,
if possible, even more free from suspicion. To understand the
position of the author we must remember that the prophet Hosea
also mentions the Teraphim, without special remark, as coexisting
with the worship of Yahweh, Hos. 3*.

The narrative we are considering reminds us of another passage,
Gen. 31" %% (E), where Rachel steals the Teraphim of her
father. Here also the presence of the Teraphim in the family
of Israel gives the author no offence. Yet we can hardly avoid
seeing that he views them with something of contempt. They
are carried off by a woman, and when they must be concealed
they are ignominiously thrust under her camel saddle and sat
upon. This author has a touch of sarcasm in his tone, from which
the narrator in Samuel is free. The story of David and Michal
therefore represents an earlier stage of thought than that of E.

It is rather striking that the only other reference to the Tera-
phim in Samuel is at the opposite pole of religious thought. In
this (1 S. 15%) the Teraphim are classed with idolatry and witch-
craft as an abomination to Yahweh.

We shall probably not be wrong in seeing a survival of pre-
prophetic religion in the account of the witch of Endor (1 S. 28).
The narrative, however, does not stand in the same relation to
its material as in the case just considered. The author condemns
necromancy (at least as we now read) and makes Saul in his
better days to have cut off its devotees from the land. But
through the story we are able to see the spiritistic ideas which
once prevailed in Israel. The spirits of the dead are classed with
the gods. They possess superhuman knowledge. They can be
induced by magical means to reveal the secrets of the future.
This was once religion. From the time of Isaiah it was distinctly
proscribed.
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That Yahweh is the God of Israel is the faith of all parts of the
Old Testament. In the older parts of our book however this is
taken in the literal sense — his jurisdiction does not extend be-
yond the land of his people. David says in evident good faith
(1 S. 26%): They have driven me forth from union with the
heritage of Israel, saying: Go, serve other gods! According to
this, the exile is no longer under.the protection of his own god,
but is obliged to seek help from the gods of the land where he
sojourns. There is here no trace of the later conviction that
Yahweh is the only God, and that the gods of the nations are
naught.

But, as in the case already considered, the diversity of view in
different parts of the Book is so marked as to constitute contra-
diction. In the Deuteronomic sections there can be no doubt
that the author has the exclusive view, according to which the
gods of the nations are nogods. This is in fact distinctly asserted
in one passage (1 S. 12%), which however may be a late expan-
sion of the text. The way is prepared for this universalism by
the account of Dagon before the Ark. Here the god of the
Philistines is not regarded as a nonentity, but his inferior power
when brought into conflict with Yahweh is made evident.

No stress can be laid upon the use of the name Baal in proper
names, as it proves only the appellative application of the title
(Lord) to Yahweh. Nor,in the present state of the narrative,
can we argue conclusively that the ephod used in consulting the
oracle was an image of Yahweh. It is in the representation of
the character of Yahweh, that we see the primitiveness of Israel's
religion at this time. Yahweh is a God inscrutable in his actions
—a God of moods we might almost call him. He instigates Saul
against David for no reason of which the latter is conscious. Yet
by inhaling the fragrance of a sacrifice, it is probable that he may
be placated and thus his good humour be restored. At a later
time he instigates David to commit a sin, apparently in order that
he may punish him, just as he hardened the hearts of Eli's sons
in order that he might destroy them.

Yahweh may be pleased by extraordinary efforts or by extraor-
dinary self-denial. For this reason, Saul adjures the people to
abstain from food the whole day, confident that he will be granted
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a victory. Unfortunately the sequel was not, in this case, a happy
one, because the injunction was violated. But this does not make
the adjuration less meritorious in itself considered.

Nevertheless Yahweh is a righteous God. He watches over
oaths and vows, and punishes their violation. This is curiously
illustrated in the case just alluded to. Saul's adjuration is unwit-
tingly violated by Jonathan. Yahweh is wroth and refuses to
answer when approached in the use of the oracle. He unerringly
points out the offender and would apparently insist upon his death.
It is something extraordinary that the people interfere and ransom
Jonathan. Another instance of Yahweh'’s vindicative justice is
given in the matter of the Gibeonites. Israel has sworn to spare

* them. But Saul in his zeal for Israel breaks the covenant. Blood
therefore rests upon himself and upon all his house. Yahweh
becomes the avenger, and the blood is purged by the death of
seven descendants of Saul “before Yahweh.” Thus (as in the
case of Eli's house also) the iniquities of the fathers are visited
upon the children. '

Yahweh is a God who reveals himself to his people. Even the
individual (it would appear) may seek an omen from casual things,
as did Jonathan from the words of the Philistines. But more dis-
tinctly the divine will is revealed in certain appointed ways. One
of these is the Urim and Thummim which we may identify with
the sacred lot. The oracle given by the Ephod probably ex-
pressed itself in the same way. Most distinctly, Yahweh speaks
to (and through) his prophets, sometimes apparently by dreams,
sometimes in waking visions. He sends the Spirit also, which
produces extraordinary effects in those who are seized by it. They
experience exaltation of feeling so that they join in religious
dances, rave, fall down in a cataleptic state. In other cases, the
Spirit drives to deeds of heroic courage, or prepares the Anointed
of Yahweh for his work as a ruler ; and again it. produces morbid
jealousy, melancholy, and deeds of frenzy.

The extermination of the enemies of Israel is a religious duty,
for they are the enemies of Yahweh also. The method of dealing
with them is set forth in the account of Saul and Amalek. The
objects of attack are solemnly dedicated to Yahweh, so that to
leave any alive is to commit sacrilege. We can hardly be wrong
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in supposing that their extermination was pleasing to him, as the
“devotion” of Israel was pleacing to Chemosh. The author of
this section of our history is possessed by the idea of the author
of Deuteronomy — to leave the enemies of Yahweh alive is sinful.
It is some relief to think that his history is here the reflection of
his idea.

The pragmatism which shows itself in the Book of Judges is
carried over into the first section of 1 Samuel. This is a philoso-
phy of history, according to which when Israel was faithful to
Yahweh it was prospered and kept in safety. When it forgot him
it was delivered over to the power of its enemies. Thus the Phil-
istine oppression comes because the people have forsaken Yahweh
and served Baal and Astarte. When they repent and seek their
God, he delivers them by the hand of Samuel. As an expression
of belief in the justice of God in dealing with the nations, this
view deserves all respect. The mechanical way in which it is
carried out, however, gives a one-sided view of the course of
Israel’s history.

§ 9. Commentaries.

Among the Fathers, Theodoret possesses considerable acumen,
and his Questiones in Libros Regum (Migne, Tom. 8o) will always
be of value. The commentary of Procopius of Gaza is now
proved to have been mainly taken from Theodoret.®* The Ques-
tiones Hebraicae in Libros Regum printed in Jerome’s works are
known to be spurious. They are occasionally interesting however
for their embodiment of Jewish tradition.

The merits of the Rabbinical commentators Rashi (Isaaki),
Kimchi (Kamchi) and Levi ben Gerson are perhaps less conspicu-
ous in their treatment of the Books of Samuel than elsewhere,
because of their dependence on the traditional text. Besides
these, which are contained in Buxtorf’s Rabbinical Bible, I have
consulted Abarbanel in the edition of 1686, and the portions of
Tanchum’s Arabic commentary published by Haarbrticker (1844).

Among the Roman Catholic expositors I know only Cornelius
A Lapide, in the edition of Venice, 1700, and those who are cited
by Poole in his Synopsis, or by Schmid in his commentary.

® Cf. Eisenhofer, Procopius von Gasa, Freib. 1897.
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Among the Protestant scholars of the seventeenth century a
high place must be accorded to Sebastian Schmid of Strasburg.
His commentary on the Books of Samuel (two volumes, quarto,
1687, 1689) is a monument of solid and judicious learning.
The author shares the prejudice of his time in favour of the
received text, and the theological questions which he discusses at
length have to us lost a large part of their interest. But, so far
as the text on which he comments is uncorrupt, the author’s judg-
ment-is sound, and much that is of value in recent conservative
commentaries is derived from him. Among Reformed theo-
logians Clericus (Le Clerc) is much esteemed. His commentary
on Samuel appeared in 1708. The ofgen suggestive Annotationes
of Grotius are embodied in the Biblia /lustrata of his Lutheran
opponent Calov. Of this I have used the second edition (1719).

The questions of textual criticism which have come to the front
in recent years were first fairly discussed by Thenius. He under-
took systematically to correct the text by comparison of the ancient
versions. His commentary forms part of the Kuwragefasstes Exe-
getisches Handbuch.® Thenius sometimes goes too far in his
preference for the reading of @, but this should not make us
undervalue his really pioneer work. The next step was taken by
Wellhausen in his Zext der Biicher Samuelis (1871). The author’s
well-known brilliancy and balance are manifest in this early work,
and all succeeding commentators are indebted to it. The only
criticism to be made upon it is that it is not always sufficiently
appreciative of the work accomplished by Thenius. Keil alone,
of recent expositors, holds on to a conception of the Hebrew
text inherited from the seventeenth century, and his commentary
(second edition, 1875) refuses to recognize the most evident gains
of recent scholarship. The exposition of Erdmann in Lange’s
Bibelwerk is accessible in an English translation (1877). The
author can hardly be said to be in advance of Keil, but his Ameri-
can editor (Professor Toy) has enriched the work with notes which
show a scholarship abreast of the times. The great work of Reuss,
La Bible, Traduction Nouvelle (Paris, 1874), contains in its first

® The first edition was published in 1842; the second in 1864 ; a third, edited by
Lahr, has just appeared (1898).
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volume a lucid translation of the historical books, with brief but
luminous notes. The translation and notes of Klostermann are
always original and ingenious. His treatment of the text is free
from bias and often suggestive. The majority of his conjectural
emendations, however, have not commanded general assent. His
work is a part of the Kurtsgefasster Kommentar of Strack and
Zockler, and was published in 1887. Budde’s Rickter und Samuel
(1890) has already been alluded to. It contains valuable notes
on the text. The edition of the text in SBOZ. by the same
author also deserves mention here as well as among the introduc-
“tory works.

In English the only help to the understanding of this part of
the Bible which deserves mention is Driver’s Notes on the Hebrew
Text of the Books of Samuel (1890). The book has a valuable
introduction on Hebrew palaeography, and discusses with great
fulness questions of textual criticism. As the author confesses his
frequent dependence on Wellhausen, so I do not hesitate to avow
that I have frequently adopted an explanation from him.

In addition to the books mentioned, I have had constantly by
me Kittel's translation in Kautzsch's Heilige Schrift des Alten
Testaments. 1 have examined also a number of programmes,
dissertations, and pamphlets, some of which will be referred to in
the notes.

A list of abbreviations will be found at the end of the volume.
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1 SAMUEL 1-XV. THE LIFE OF SAMUEL DOWN TO
THE REJECTION OF SAUL.

As the final redactor of the Books regarded it, this section
makes one division of his work. The legitimate rule of Samuel
was succeeded by the legitimate rule of David; Saul played but
a subordinate part. That this was not the mind of one of his
sources is evident from what has been said in the Introduction
(see above p. xviii).

I. 1-IV. 18, 8amuel's birth and' call. — Hannah, the child-
less wife of Elkanah, grieves over her privation and prays for a
son. Her prayer is answered, and in accordance with the vow
made in her prayer she dedicates her son to the service of Yahweh.
He is therefore brought to the sanctuary at Shiloh when yet a boy.
Here his behaviour is in marked contrast to that of the hereditary
priests, the sons of Eli. While yet a lad (as it would seem) he
becomes a prophet by the divine call, and the first revelation
which he receives is a denunciation of punishment on Eli for his
indulgence of his sons. This revelation is followed by others,
which establish Samuel’s reputation as a prophet throughout
Israel.

The piece begins like the stories appended to the history of the
Judges, Jd. 17! 19" (cf. 13?). The place to which it introduces
us is Shiloh, where we find the Ark of God under the guardianship
of Eli and his family, and where there is a temple for it. The
time is not far from that commemorated by the story of Samson,
as the Philistines are the prominent enemies of Israel. Probably

3
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the author of the Book of Judges had in mind the story of Eli or
of Samuel, or even of Saul, when he credited Samson with only
the beginning of deliverance (Jd. 13°). Shiloh appears as the
sanctuary of Israel in the Book of Joshua in at least one passage
ascribed to JE (18%1%) as well as in others of later date, also in
Jd. 18 in an insertion which is classed with E. The prominence
given to this sanctuary in our present account makes it probable
that the various documents are in some way connected.

Our account, however, is not a unit. It has received at least
one insertion from an extraneous source in the Song of Hannah.
Again, the warning of Eli by an anonymous man of God (27%)
unpleasantly duplicates the message revealed to Samuel in the
next chapter. One of the two is superfluous. Against the opinion
of most critics which sees in 2%% a barefaced insertion, I have
given reasons above (Introduction, p. xix f.) for supposing that it
was already a part of the account of Eli's sons which the author
used in writing the life of Samuel.

That the earlier part of 1 Sam. properly belongs in the period of the Judges
has often been pointed out. That there was ever a separate book of Judges
which included 1 Sam. 1-12 cannot be certainly asserted. Graf* claims that
Jd. 17 18 19-21 and 1 Sam. 1-7® are from the same source. But no one
seems to have followed him in this, and the character of the documents is
quite dissimilar. If the assertion had been limited to Jd. 17 18 and 1 Sam.
3-6, more could be said in its favour. Graf also points out that the speech
of Samuel in 1 Sam. 12 marks the close of the period of the Judges, as Joshua's
farewell address marks the close of the period of conquest. To this Kuenen ¢t
. adds the obvious argument that both Eli and Samuel are called Judges, 1 Sam.
418 71517, The latter passage, however, uses the term judge in a different sense
from that which it has in the Book of Judges. That at some time Eli was
counted among the Judges of Israel is possible. But it seems impossible to fit
both him and Samuel into the scheme of the author of the present Book of
Judges. At the same time it must be admitted that the point of view of the
author of 1 Sam. 7%17 was very similar to his. }

1-18. Hannah’s prayer. — The story introduces us at once to
the principal characters: Zhere was a man of the Ramathites, a

® Gesch. BB. p. 98. 1 have not seen the dissertation De Templo Silonensi to
which he refers.

t+ HCO2 1. p. 837.

$ Cf. Bu,, RS. p. 201, Ki. GH. 11. pp. 29-32.
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Zuphite of the hill country of Ephraim whose name was Elkanak]
cf. similar openings, Jd. 13% 1 S. 9'. There has possibly been
conflation in the description. That he was a KRamazhitz would
be enough to indicate that he was of the Aill country of Ephraim,
without the addition of those words. Ramah is a common Old
Testament name, designating at least eight different places. Four
localities have been identified with the Ramah of Elkanah and
Samuel. These are Beit Rima thirteen miles northeast of Lydda,
Ram Allak nine miles north of Jerusalem, £7-KRam four miles
nearer that city, and Nedy Samwil/ about four miles northwest of
it. The first of these seems too near the Philistine territory, the
last two are in Benjamin. The Biblical data are not sufficient to
decide the question with certainty, but my own mind inclines to
Ram Allak as having the probability on its side. Zuph occurs
again as the name of the district in which Saul finds the home of
Samuel, g°. The genealogy given seems to leave no doubt that
Elkanah was an Ephraimite by blood. —2. As in some other
cases where a man had two wives, sorrow was caused by the fact
that one was blessed with children, while the other zad no child —
so we should read here with &. She would not have grieved,
had she had even one. The case of Rachel before the birth of
Joseph will occur to every one. The name Hannak corresponds
to the English name Grace, and Peninnak means Coral-or Pearl.
— 3. Elkanah wsed to go up year by year to worship and to sacri-
Jfice to Yahweh Sebaoth in Shilok] the institution of the pilgrimage
is apparently as old as the existence of shrines. That Elkanah
went once a year seems to point to a time when the three yearly
festivals were not yet regarded as obligatory. The divine name
Yahwekh Sebaoth occurs in Samuel eleven times, and all seem to
belong to the later strata of the book. The meaning of the name
has been much discussed. To our conception Yahweh is appropri-
ately called God of the hosts of heaven, understanding by the kosts
either the stars or the angels. But to the earlier thought of Israel,
the angels were unknown. God of the armies of Israel is favoured
by the fact that mxax does designate these armies in many pas-
sages (Ex. 7* 12" Num. 13, al.). It should be noted, however, that
Amos, the earliest writer to whom we can trace the appellation,
seems to have been especially impressed by the fact that Yahweh
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uses the armies of the heathen for the accomplishment of his ends,
Am. 3B8% 48 g% He is therefore God of the nations, not of
Israel alone. Shilok is the modern Ses/un, and its situation is
described in Jd. 21% as north of Bethel, east of the road which
goes up from Bethel to Shechem. There was a yearly festival there
in the time of the judges, Jd. 21™". In order to an understanding of
what follows, the narrator adds : And E/X and his two sons, Hophni
and Phinehas, were there priests to Yahwek] the text is that of &.

1. o] The pointing makes the name of the place Ramathaim.
This name (that is, the dual form, later Arimathaea) does not appear else-
where in the Old Testament, but even in this same account (v.19) is given as
a singular. We.,, 7'BS., p. 35, therefore supposes an attempt made in this
instance to substitute a more modern form for the older, which, however, did
not extend beyond this single case. It seems simpler with Kl. to point o'nonn,
for which we may cite *nzvn 1 Chr. 273, — o'y 0'npYn] is grammatically
impossible. For the second word we have Zeipd @B, which indicates suffi-
ciently that the o has come from the following word. @ seems to feel the
difficulty in the received text, for it renders »2) vwobne.  The restoration
of We. is now generally adopted, as above. —3an™] @& renders bxen, but
1 Chr, 619 gseems to go back to §§.— n7pn] seems to have been originally
equivalent to Ephraimite, Jd. 125 1 K. 112, In this place, however, & has é&
Nacei Eppdip, so that the original may have been ovwor ;3 13 as suggested
by We.—8. rnx] a number of MSS. have nnxn, — 3% 1x] odx #» wadlor
& seems more forcible. —8. nbn] the perfect with Waw Consecutive is used
of customary action, Dr., Tenses3, § 120; Dav., Syntax, § 54; Konig, Syntax,
367 4. — vvyp w0 onn] @B has simply é dvfpwrros; the shorter text has the
presumption in its favour.— oo owo] Ex. 131 Jd. 11# 2189, cf. Kdn,,
Syntax, 266a. Mras M — besides the Bible Dictionaries the student may
consult ZA7W. VL. p. 17; PRES3, article Zebaoth; Smend, Alttest. Religions-
geschichte, p. 185 fl. On the pronunciation of the name of Israel’s God,
ZATW. 111 p. 280 1., IV. p. 21 ff. — %y=33 212] "Hhel xal ol 3Yo viol abrob 6.
It is necessary that Eli should be mentioned because he appears in the imme-
diate sequel. There is every reason to adopt the reading of & therefore.
Even if Eli had been mentioned in some preceding part of this history now
lost, it would be quite as appropriate to mention him here as to mention his
sons alone. The change to § may possibly have been made to shield Eli
from the blame afterwards pronounced upon his sons, We. and Dr. decide
against @&, while Bu. supposes that the original was simply 175 'y c. The
name Phinchas is said to mean segro in Egyptian (Lauth, ZDAMG. XXV.

P- 139).

4-8. The point of interest is the behaviour of Hannah. The
author, therefore, means to say that on one occasion Hannah
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wept and could not eat. But the connexion is broken by a long
sentence, which gives an account of Peninnah’s habitual scornful
treatment of her rival. The result is awkward, and we must con-
cede the possibility that the text has been interpolated. As it
stands, we must make a long parenthesis : /7 came to pass on one
occasion that Elkanak sacrificed (now he used to give portions to
Peninnakh and her children, but to Hannah one portion though he
loved her, and her rival would vex her . . .) and she wept and
would not eat. The words are plain enough in themselves, with
the exception of o'br, which will be discussed in the critical note.
—8. The received text asserts that Aer rival vexed her, taunting
her with her barrenness. The expression is somewhat confused,
however, and it is noticeable that & in its primitive form only
asserts that she (Hannah) was greatly troubled. There is reason
to suspect the text.— 7. The received text must mean: So ke
would do year by year] making Elkanah the subject. In this case
we must (by a change of the points only) read : as often as he
came up to the house of Yahweh. The next clause is either an in-
terpolation or corrupt. Conjecturally we may read : But Han-
nahk covered her face and wept avd would not eat. — 8. Elkana
endeavours to comfort her: Why wilt thou weep and wilt not eat,
and why does thy heart reproackh thee 7] The rhetorical question
is followed by another: Am [ not better to thee than fen sons 7]
The answer would have been in the affirmative, but it was for his
sake that she wished children, so the attempt at consolation
rather opened the springs of grief afresh.

4. The author begins n3pbr n3t onn »an as though he were going to relate
what happened on one particular occasion. He then drops into the frequen-
tative tense 170 as though what followed was a common experience, and this
is kept up until the end of v.7, where we find 733m which would naturally
connect with nam, The result is an obscure sentence, and & unfortunately
gives little help. —ovnsm] 1 S. 14! 2 K. 43118 Job 1% There seems no
reason Lo separate the phrase from others like 837 ny3 van, cf. also & nn van
1 S. 20%, Ges.® 126¢9.—1"n] one is tempted to change to 1n%, which is
apparently favoured by @. But this would involve change of the following
verbs, — mnna Av3~95%] @B has simply xal rois vlois avrds, which is original.
The expansion of such phrases by a scribe is too common to call for remark.
—3B&. o] is impossible; wA%» 8r¢ @B points to >~DoX, cf. Num. 13% Dt.
154 Jd. 4° Am. g8, where it evidently means nevertheless. 1t is awkward, how-

AN
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ever, to say : Nevertheless he loved Hannak and Yahwek had shut hey woméb.
We expect the author cither to say omly one portion (713%) in contrast to
Peninnah, or else to say that he distinguished her in some way as: he gave
her a portion defore them. The latter alone would be accounted for by the
following *>. There is reason to suppose, therefore, that the corruption is
incurable in the present state of our knowledge: xard wpbowwor @L; tristis
4L seem to be attempts to render the text of ). — 3 T gives a good sense,
but cannot be got out of the present text, and it is difficult to suppose that this
translator had another reading before him. Bu. supposes that the original
may have been 2'on vz,  But the point of the narrative is that Hannah wept
because of the contrast between herself and her co-wife, not because of any-
thing in her husband’s mien.— 6. The verse is removed by Bu. to the margin
of his text as a later insertion, but without sufficient reason. As it stands we
must render and Aer rival provoked her. — 3] the co-wife, as is shown with
abundant learning by Lagarde, Mittheilungen, 1. 125fl. 1In this place, however,
@B renders xara Thy O\ adrijs, evidently reading nnays.  This would join
very well to the preceding clause of &B. *For the Lord had not given her a
son like ker rival! But, on the other hand, it does not join well with what fol-
lows. A further difficulty is made by Apy~=, an abnormal form, Ges.® § 225. The
verb in the Hiphil is always % thunder, in the Qal to roar (Ps. 96!!). The
word is probably corrupt here, as neither of these meanings is appropriate.
After m2;3 we expect mention of the cause of Hannah’s grief—anpan m1apa
would give a good sense. @B seems to have read mt w33, — 7. nwy ] must have
Elkanah in mind as the actor, which indeed he was. There seems to be no
reason for changing to n2pn (Dr.). The an% which follows must be n7% of
course, though %, seems to favour onby; ma3] should be m3. The words
n33™M M0:30 15 make a difficulty by their abrupt change of subject. It is not
unlikely therefore that min is represented in the last three letters of the first
verb. Kl.’s proposal to read n3n D, and Hannak covered her face in sign
of grief, is attractive. @ seems to have read oysm, xal #60uec. With s
Aanby cf. onry v 1 S, 188, 8. After min & introduces xal elxer adry 1500
&yd, xipie * xal elxer alry. This is entirely appropriate, but if original it is diffi-
cult to see how it was lost. For o> @ has: 7{ éor oot 87¢, which has no claim
to be more original, but probably goes back tv a variant Hebrew text, — p
133%] réxrec ge H xapdla gov, which indicates 733% 7>». This is more appro-
priate, for ‘3% y is used of the heart that hardens itself against its neighbour,
Dt. 151", Hannah no doubt reproacked herself with her shortcoming, though
it was not voluntary. Her husband exhorts her not to blame herself, which is
precisely what she was doing — ker Aeart smote her is the natural expression
in the case.

9-11. The vow. — Hannah presents herself before Yahweh :
She rose after they had eaten, and stood before Yahwek] the read-
ing is that of &. The condition of things is described in the fol-
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lowing clause : E/ the priest was sitfing at the time on his chair
at the door posts of the temple of Yahwekh] the structure seems to
have been a solid building, otherwise it could not be called a
temple ; the same word is afterwards applied to the temple of Sol-
omon, 1 K. 6°. —10. She was greatly distressed] lit. bitter of soul,
cf. 2 K. 4%, where it is said of the woman who has lost her only
son that her soul is bitter. —11. The prayer culminates in a vow:
Yahweh Sebaoth ! If thou wilt indeed look upon the affiiction of
thy maidservant and wilt grve thy maidservant a man child, then 1
will give him to Yahweh all the days of his life] she means that he
should become a temple servant, a netkin, Num. 8°. A vowisa
promise to give something to Yahweh, or to perform something
for him, in case he grants a prayer. An example is Jacob's vow,
Gen. 28%® (E) : If Yahweh God will be with me and protect me
on this journey . . . then this stone shall be to me a house of God,
and all that thou shalt give me I will tithe for thee. The devotion
of human beings in this way is illustrated by Jephthah, and is pre-
. supposed in the elaborate provisions of the law for redemption,
' Lev. 27. Our author does not seem to be troubled by the ques-
. tion whether Hannah had a right to make a vow of this kind with-
.out the consent of her husband. The point which most interests
us is that the author cannot have thought of Samuel (or Elkanah)
as a Levite, for in that case the vow would have been unmeaning.
But that he also loses sight of the ancient regulation that every
male that opens the womb is already the property of Yahweh,
seems evident. The statement in the text: a razor skall not
come upon his head reads like a later addition. But it is readily
accounted for by the view of a scribe that Samuel was to be a
Nazirite —a lifelong Nazirite like Samson. @ carries the like-
ness to Samson further by adding: and wine and fermented
liguor he shall not drink] cf. Jd. 13°. And wilt remember me)]
reads like a reminiscence of Gen. 30%, where God remembers
Rachel in giving her a son.

9. nbw3 nbor vr mn opm] the last word is unnecessary, and difficulty is
found in accepting nbon, because ske had not eaten. The latter is somewhat
relieved by reading obsn with &. The objection that she finds the family still
at their meal in v.!® is hardly cogent in view of the state of the text there.
Still it is not impousible that there has been scribal expansion. We. points
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ﬂ'zg;, which is possible, only I should take a letter from the preceding word
79030 YSon wnw = after the eating of the boiled flesh, 213, The conjecture of
KL nozba nbox avnr mm, which is adopted by Bu., seems too remote from
any external testimony. It seems necessary, however, to insert with & as»nm
M b (Th, We,, al.). — 301 .. . ;1] a circumstantial clause, nivo is else-
where used in the plural, and should, perhaps, be so pointed here, with &.—
10. m330 "33v] the emphatic adverbial infinitive. The imperfect tense indi-
cates continued action: she kept weeping bitterly. — 11, JnDR-NR NOPN=RYY is
superfluous and is also lacking in &B; we may disregard it.—owin yv] does
not occur again. That she means @ male child is evident.

12-18. Eli's rebuke, followed by a blessing. — As Hannah
prolonged her prayer, Eli, who saw the movement of her lips, but
heard no sound, /ook ker for a drunken woman] that excess
in wine was not an-infrequent concomitant of religious feasts seems
indicated by the readiness with which the suspicion is entertained
here. For the construction cf. Job 13% : why dost thou reckon me
‘thine enemy ? — 14. The rebuke : How long wilt thou show thyself
drunken] seems to emphasize the disgracefulness of the spectacle.
Put away thy wine and go from the presence of Yahweh] the
second half is found in & only, but seems to be original. In &
Eli’s servant is made to utter the rebuke, an evident attempt to
shield the priest from the charge of harshness.—15. Hannah
repels the charge: No, my Lord; an aflicted woman am I, and I
have not drunk wine or intoxicating drink] the two are often men-
tioned together. But I poured out my soul before Yahweh, cf. Ps.
62° (pour out the heart), 42°.— 18. Do not take thy servant o be a
vile woman) lit. @ daughter of belial. The corresponding phrase
sons of belial is frequent and evidently means vile men, Jd. 19%,
1 Sam. 2"%. The derivation of the word delia/, however, is obscure,
and recent discussions are inconclusive. The Greek translators
render men of belial, ox sons of belial, by adjectives like vile, un-
godly, senseless, contrary. A satisfactory Hebrew etymology has
not been found. The older commentators propose without yoke,
for which they cite Jer. 2®. Other conjectures, #a? rises rio more
(after falling), that profits not, are equally precarious. The word
is possibly a foreign word, but the Babylonian derivation does not
as yet seem unequivocally established. For on account of the
greatness of my grief have I continued until now. The soft answer
turns away wrath.—17. Eli not only dismisses her in peace, but
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adds a prayer that her petition may be granted. —18. Her prayer
is that she may stand well with him] lit. find favour in his eyes,
a frequent Old Testament phrase. The historian adds: So e
woman went her way, and her face was no more sad] for the text
see the critical note.

18, m*m] is possible, as one of the rare cases of the perfect with weak
' (so Dr., Notes, and Tenses8, § 133). But it is more likely that it is the
mistake of a scribe who thought the verb continued the preceding sen-
tence. Restore *m (Bu.).—nn% nn3n] the main verb expresses the
idea which we express adverbially: ske prayed much. Similar cases are
reps 3von: e did well; Moy Wz ke did quickly, 9, introduces the
circumstantial clause: she continued praying while Eli was observing her
mouth.— 18. wn mm] the casus pendens: As for Hannah, she was speak-
ing in her heart; only ker lips were moving, but her voice was not heard ] *
the whole sentence is explanatory of what Eli was observing. The name of
Hannah is here omitted by &BL, — n3»nv] resumes the story introduced by
the s at the beginning of v.12, —32] on the form of the adjective, Ges.®
§ 84 5, 24.—14. pLPEn] one of the few cases of the old feminine ending,
Ges28 § 47 0.—9yp] & substitutes xal wopevov (kal dweNbe L) éx wpocdwov
Kvplov. The clause seems to me one likely to be changed, to avoid the seem-
ing identification of Yahweh with the Ark.—18. n-nwp] Aarsk of spirit
seems impossible. Most modern scholars have adopted Th.’s emendation to
o» nop: % oxAnpd Huépa @, cf. Job 30%, where o nwp is one in misfortune.
—3»] fruit-wine or cider, cf. Benziger, Hebr. Archdologie, p. 96.—18. Sn
%% . . . 1n] would naturally mean do ot give . . . into the power of, which
cannot be correct. What Hannah desires is that she may not be reckoned to
ée a vile woman. In this sense we find 1y followed by 5, and we should
probably emend to n3», throwing out *10%. Kl.’s '0% does not occur with this
verb, and Dr.’s % is also without parallel. Cf. Gen. 42%, 2v%mp> unn |on:
and took us for spies.—5y93] is an obscure word, cf. BDB. s.z., Moore on
Judges 19%, Baudissin in PRES IL. p. 548 f., Cheyne, in the Expositor, 1895,
and in the Expository Times, June, 1897, with Baudissin’s reply, iéid., Nov.
1897, and Jensen’s remarks, ibid., Apr. 1898, — 0y 'w] & seems to have
found but one of the two words, probably '@ which was not definite enough
for a Hebrew scribe, so that an explanatory word was added. — '31] decid-
edly less forcible than éxréraxa &, probably sn3wwn, —17. b2 for Jnonw,
cf. Ges.® § 23 c.— 18, “oxm] is lacking in seven Hebrew MSS.,, and although
this is rather a slender basis on which to erect a theory, I suspect the word to
be an insertion. The sense is perfectly good without it, as is seen in the
translation given above. It is a question whether the author would have said
she went her way if he meant simply that she returned to the chamber imme-

¢ @1 adds here: But the Lord heard her. The example is instructive as show-
ing how a text grows,
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diately adjoining the temple. The text of &: and came into the chamber and
ate with her husband and drank will be a further expansion, If original, we
cannot account for its abbreviation. — nY=rn=x> num] xal 18 wpdowror adris
ob guréweser &. The only parallel cited for 3 (Job 9*7) is of doubtful integrity,
It seems better therefore to correct n%~wn to nYp:, which is quite in accord
with Hebrew usage.

19-28. The prayer answered, and the vow performed. —
The division between this and the preceding is artificial. The
narrative continues without a break. After paying their respects
at the temple the next morning the family returned to their home
in Ramah. And Elkanak knew Hannah his wife] cf. Gen. 4.
And Yakweh remembered her] as he remembered Rachel Gen.

302.—20. And it came to pass at the end of a year that she bare

a son] about the time of the yearly festival. And called his name
Samuel : For from Yahweh I have asked him] the last words evi-
dently give her reason for the choice of this name. The etymology
does not bear out the intention. — 21. At the usual time Elkanah
went up to Shiloh # offer the yearly sacrifice] as we have heard
nothing of %is vow, which is added in the received text, the words
are probably the insertion of a scribe. —22. Hannah excuses her-
self from the present journey in the words: When the boy is weaned
then I will bring him] for two years she would keep him at home,
for this was the usual time, and is still the case in the East, cf.
Koran, 2%, Some commentators have thought it impossible that
the boy could be actually delivered to the priest at so early an
age, and have tried to interpret the verb weaned in a figurative
sense. But this seems uncalled for. Zhen we shall see the face
of Yahweh, and he shall dwell there forever] where the last clause
means of course a// ks lijfe.—23. Elkanah consents, adding:
Only Yahweh establish thy word] a wish that their lives may be
spared to do as she purposes. —24. At the time set, she brought
him up with a three year old bullock] an unusually valuable sacri-
fice. The received text has #kree bullocks by an error of transcrip-
tion. And an ephak of flour and a skin of wine] the abundance
of provision was in order to invite many to “eat and drink and
rejoice before Yahweh ” with them. The ephat of flour is Gideon's
offering also, Jd. 6. “The quantity according to the smallest
computation was over a bushel ” (Moore). — 25. After sacrificing
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the bullock zhey brought the lad fo El] that the whole family was
present is quite in accord with the fitness of things.—26. She
recalls herself to his remembrance: By thy Ufe, Sir, I am the
woman that stood near thee here to pray to Yahweh ! —27. The
answer to her prayer; Concerning this boy I prayed and Yahweh
granted what I asked) lit. my request which I asked of him.—
28. The return she proposes to make: Now 7, on my part, have
given him to Yahweh. Al the days that he shall live he is given to
Yahweh] is Hannah's devotion of her son only a revival of the
ancient law which claimed all the first born for Yahweh? At the
end of the verse ¥ adds and ke bowed to Yakweh. 1If this refers
to Samuel, it seems appropriate enough. It is, however, lacking
in @B, which inserts a clause not found in 3 at the end of the
Song which follows. The probable explanation is that the Song
was inserted in the two texts at different points. The original text
seems to have said, after Hannah's presentation of the lad, so ske
left him there and went to Ramak. The Song was inserted in 3§
between the two halves of this sentence ; in & it comes before the
first half.

20. oo mppnt] similarly mzn npprb Ex. 34% 2 Chr. 24%.* —m3n aam
<5r] & puts xal cvréhafer at the end of v.®. The word has been interpo-
lated in both recensions. Before '3, @ and @ insert and ske said,; a case of
explicative expansion.— vn%k» map ] as Kimchi sees, the theory of the
author is that "mp= is a contraction of Yup Swe. But such contraction is
unheard of elsewhere. There is an exegetical tradition in favour of Sspwce
as the original form of the word, but, as shown by Dr. (Notes, in loc.), this
also is without analogy. The most natural derivation, making it mean, Name
of God, is attributed to St. Gregory by Schm. —81. vu~nm] Jewish tradition
sees in this a vow made for the birth of a son. But the only vow of which the
narrative gives us any knowledge is Hannah’s vow. There is reason to sup-
pose the words an addition to the original text therefore. The tendency to
such expansion is seen in & here, which reads, «al rds edxds adrod xal wdoas
7ds dexdras ths vis adros.—B82. boy a5] a parallel case is Jd. 162, so that
there is no need to insert odx drafhcouas &' — nx ] apparently intended
by the punctuators as a Niphal. It is better to read it as the Qal imperfect
on account of 5~ % which follows — perhaps the well-known cohortative
with weak 1: 7 will bring Aim up that we may see the face of Yahweh.—
28. m3vnx] must be understood of some promise. The only one of which

® According to these passages we should expect the singular nppn here, and the
1is, in fact, omitted in many MSS.
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we have record is Eli’s wish that Hannah should have a son — which might
be construed as a word of Yahweh. But this is already fulfilled in the birth
of Samuel. It seems better therefore to read 773 with & 70 éfeABd» éx Tod
orbuarés gov.— M. no4Y 03] ér pboxy Tperiforrt & = vhep “p3; cf.
Gen. 15%. The reading of & is to be restored. At the end of the verse “m
273 is unintelligible; xal 78 wai3dpwor per’ adrd» & is superfluous, though GL
helps it by reading xal elofA@or for k3™, In the present state of our
knowledge we must be content to omit the words; ke doy was young is an
impossible rendering, and besides, the sentence is superfluous. Dr. conjectures
that the words npy 273 belong at the end of v.35, and he is followed by Bu.
—85. I see no reason for departing from the received text. The consent of
Eli was necessary to make the act valid, and it was entirely appropriate that
both parents should present the lad at the sanctuary, though the mother takes
the leading part. If we are to change at all, we must read *%p S ~y30 ox kam

nop M. —28. 3w »3] a phrase claiming the favourable notice of the one-

addressed, Jd. 6'8.—88. For the vy correlativum (Th. after Clericus) cf.
Gen, 208, ®n"D1 she for her parf. ‘“won is to encourage a person to ask
by granting his request, then % give without a previous request. — 2 “oi]
seems impossible: 'n “or seems indicated by GTR and is found in one
codex. — Mm% ow nnem] some MSS. have wane, The whole clause is lack-
ing in @BA which give a substitute at the beginning of 211, It is represented
in &L in both places.

II. 1-10. The song of Hannah,— The author or the final
redactor here puts into the mouth of Hannah a song of praise.
Careful examination shows that it has no particular reference to
her circumstances. The assertion that she barren has borne seven
while the prolific mother grows faint is made only as an example
of God's sovereign dealings with his creatures. Possibly this
couplet may have drawn the editor’s attention, and made him
think the psalm appropriate for this place. But this sentence,
with the rest of the composition, is too general to give us light
on the situation of the author. The expressions used are those
common to the songs gathered in the Psalter. Like many of
them, it voices the faith of the pious in Yahweh as ruler over the
destinies of men.

The structure of the poem is very simple. Four stanzas may
be marked off: (1) The believer's doxology; (2) Warning to
the arrogant; (3) Yahweh's government; (4) Confidence for
the future. The metre regularly shows three accents to a line,
except in one or two instances, where the text is probably at fault.

I
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A translation is given by Professor Briggs in his Messianic Prophecy (N.Y.,
1886), p. 124 f., and with critical notes in the Presbylerian Review, 1885,
p- 112f,

1-2. The opening stanza is one of praise, expressive of the
singer’s state of mind in view of Yahweh’s glory.

Glad is my heart in Yahweh,

My horn is exalted in my God,

My mouth is enlarged over my enemies,
For 1 rejoice in thy salvation.

There is none holy like Yahweh,

For there is none righteous like our God,
And there is no rock besides thee.

1. ~orm mn S5onm] @B has simply xal elwey, which is enough, —ybp]
éorepe:ifn & may go back to pon; but as this verb with 35 might convey the
meaning of obstinacy (cf. Dt. 2%), it seems better to adhere to #. The
elevation of the horn and the widening of the mouth are familiar figures
in Hebrew poetry, Ps. 92!! Is. 57%. The second m™3 should doubtless be
sn9k3 with & and 28 MSS,— 8. The second member is Jn% pr . Evi-
dently something has been lost; and as & has 3ixaws, we cannot do better
than to insert it. But having followed & in this, it seems better to go with
it also in the interchange of 9n%3 and wwbxs. The paraliclism is thus
improved. For w, cf. Ps. 18%,

3-5. Warning to the opposers.

Do not speak haughtily,

Or let arrogance come from your mouth,
For a God of knowledge is Yahweh,
And a God who weighs men's deeds.

The bow of the mighty is broken,
And the weak are girded with might.
Those who had plenty do lack,

But the famished inherit the land.
For the barren has borne seven,
And the mother of many languishes,

8. The first member is unmanageably long. 1t seems probable, therefore,
that 7370 1370 are duplicates, and that the same is true of the double nnaa,
It answers every purpose to read nn31 va-n Sn.  For pny, cf. Ps. 3119, —
ny 5x] Job 36%. The plural is probably emphatic, and might be rendered
all-knowing (Briggs).—mbby 203 a0 ef les crimes me passent pas impunis
(Reuss) is hardly justified. At least the nb5y should be described, in order
that we may understand that crimes are meant. The Q¢ reading " (also
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in the text in some copies), makes a possible sense: And dy him actions are
weighed. But &, reading xal feds éroud{wr éwirndedpara adrod, makes us
suspect the original to have been mb%5y 137 bm (SS).—4. ©wrn] Th. and
Dr. cite Is. 2117 in favour of the reading. But it seems simpler to correct
to Aon: hobévmae &.—B. 23] hire themselves out would be appropriate,
but the verb is nowhere found in this stem, and von, suggested by &, is
preferable. —15n] needs something to complete the sense. Briggs takes
7y from the beginning of the next verse, and translates keep Aoliday forever.
But in order to mean 4eep Aoliday, the verb needs something to complete
the sense — cease fyom labour. Reifmann, cited by Dr., proposes %3y ¥%m,
which is adopted by Bu.: wapijkar yfiv & does not seem to help us, but
habitaverunt | points to wapgrnoar, which is also confirmed by the Armenian
(according to HP). I have, therefore, ventured to restore pan ¥, cf. Ps,
2518, — 93] could undoubtedly be spared. % omits, but & represents it by
81 —nbSon] Ges.® § 55 d.

6-8. Yahweh's government.

Yahweh kills and gives life,

Brings down to Sheol and brings up.
Yahweh makes poor and makes rich,
Brings low and also sets on high.

He raises the poor from the dust,

From the dung-hill he raises the needy,

To make him sit with nobles of the people,
And gives him in possession a glorious throne.
[For to Yahweh belong the pillars of the earth,
And he has set the world upon them].

8. The second half is synonymous with the first — Sheol the abode of the
dead. — 7. fn] is represented by xal alone in &: e L..—8. v and poan
are parallel, Ps. 7218, —nprxe] Many codd. have npwro, which is also the
reading of @X. The npx is the mound of rubbish which accumulates near
an Oriental town. Beggars often spend the night upon it in default of a
lodging. — 03] dvracrdr Nady &B: Svracrdr Aaoi @Y, evidently reading
oy~3*1, which seems more vigorous. The couplet in brackets is not found
in &, and is therefore probably not original. In place of it we find: &idods
ebxhy T edxouéwyp, xal edNbynoer ¥ Sixalov, which seems an endeavour to
adapt the psalm more nearly to Hannah’s circumstances,

9, 10. The confidence of the believer.

The feet of his friends he will guard,
But the wicked shall perish in darkness,
(For not by strength is a man mighty).
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Yahweh will shatter his enemies,

Upon them he will thunder in the heavens,
Yahweh will judge the ends of the earth;
He will give strength to his king,

And will exalt the horn of his anointed.

9. & omits the first two members of the verse. These seem, however,
more in accord with the contéxt than the third. —10. wm] read ~ny with
&.— onz] is confirmed by @&, but is of course to be taken collectively:
v3mp Qré.— ] vy Qré. Bu. proposes 1%, which would not be out of
place. In this verse & inserts six lines from Jer. g2¢. For A" in line 3
& has simply adrds. —n'22] as a title of the king (and we can hardly under-
stand it otherwise here) this word is another indication of comparatively
late date.

11. The verse is the conclusion of the account of Samuel’s
dedication” and originally read: And she left him there before
Yahwel and went to Ramah ; but the boy continued ministering
to Yahweh in the presence of Eli the priest.

11. xal xaréhirer avrdr éxel érdwwor xvplov & is represented in I by the
last three words of 12, It is scarcely possible to doubt that @& has the original,
and that its proper place is here.— o0 n3pba 75%] can scarcely be original,
as Hannah has been the prominent character in what precedes. We should
read n~zan 5m or Anpaa wbw, The words a9y are lacking in &B and
superfluous. — n1o0] is often used of priestly service.

12-17. The corruption of the existing priesthood. — The
author describes the conduct of Eli’s sons in a manner to point
the contrast afforded by Samuel, and also to prepare for the catas-
trophe that is to overtake their house. The crime of which they
are accused is arrogance in demanding a share of the sacrifice
and in not contenting themselves with the portions assigned by
custom or by law.

The paragraph separates itself so neatly from what precedes
and follows, that we naturally suppose it to belong to an older
document which the author of the life of Samuel wove into his
narrative. '

12. The sons of Eli were wicked men] the phrase used, sons
of belial, is parallel to daughter of belial used in 1'%, We must be
careful not to assume that belial was at this time a proper name.
Whatever its origin, it denotes extreme depravity. Zhey knew not

c
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Yahweh) in any such sense as would lead them to do his will,
nor the priests due from the people] this clause from the next
verse seems to belong here. —13, 14. Whenever a man sacrificed,
the priesfs servant would come, at the boiling of the flesh, with his
three-pronged fork in his hand, and would styike it into the pot or
the pan or the kettle] the method could scarcely be more offensive.
All that the fork brought up the priest would take for himself ] by
the hand of his servant, that is. This violence was not exercised
in isolated cases only, but was practically universal — #» a// Israel
that came to sacrifice to Yahweh in Shiloh. — 15. Worse is to follow :
Moreover, before they burned the fat, the priests servant used to
come and say o the offerer : Give roasting-flesh for the priest— ke
will not take boiled flesh from thee, but raw] this amounted to
sacrilege, as nothing ought to intervene between the presentation
of the offering and the burning of the part belonging to Yahweh.
The expostulation of the worshipper to this effect only led to
fresh insult : Should the offerer say : They are going to burn the fat
at once, then take whatever you please, he would reply: No! You
shall give it at once or I will take it by force. —17. The greatness
of the sin consisted in this, that these priests despised the offerings
of Yahweh.

13. nx 043N voroY] & had ~xo 1737 vovmy; this is confirmed by 9 MSS.
and seems preferable. The nearest parallel is Dt. 183 —nnp punn wowo.
It is extremely difficult to decide whether this clause belongs with the preced-
ing verse or whether it should begin a new sentence: #e custom of the priest
. « . was that his servant would come. The decisive consideration is the use
of the phrase in Dt. 183, where it certainly means the due of the priests from
the people.  On this account it belongs with the preceding, though we expect
an "« to precede wpwr,  For 3191 52 We. and Dr. read 2w nobz. — 14, mom
doubtless should be the pointing, with &. Instead of four vessels & has but
three. —13] should be corrected to 1 with &ST.—nS»3 or] the tautology
is relieved by &B 6icac xvply év ZnAdpu, and this should be restored. It is
not certain that 3> should be retained with this reading (KI., Bu.). —18. 21]
evidently introduces the climax. —np'] AdBw &2. The reading of ¥ seems

" more likely to be original. —18. a=xn] as pointed by f#{ would describe a
single case. It seems better to point “n¥» and to understand it as stating a
hypothesis, — »5x is not represented in &. — " X7.] &% QrZ and in 19 codd.,
besides @%. —rnpb] is justified by analogy, cf. Dr. Tenses, § 136; but it
is smoother to change to *~np% (KL).—17. ™+ s13=nw, which is inserted in
different places in different recensions of &, is possibly not original, as it is
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superfluous and may have crept in from the next verse.—o'winn] lacking
in @&, seems to be an insertion intended to lighten the categorical assertion
that the priests treated the offerings with contumely.

18-21. The narrative returns to Samuel who continued serving
Yahwek] lit. the face of Yahweh, which means Yahweh himself.
Samuel is described as @ /ad girded with a Lnen ephod] where
the ephod is evidently a priestly garment, 22" 2 S. 6%, Bau-
dissin* points out that linen garments were worn by the Egyptian
priests. Direct influence cannot be proved. —19. And kis mother
used to make him a little robe] no English word exactly corre-
sponds to the Hebrew. The garment was worn over the tunic.
There secems no reason to find fault with the statement on the
ground that as the boy grew it would no longer be a 47# robe.
The narrator has the earlier years especially in mind. Doubtless
the cloth was spun and woven by his mother, as well as the robe
cut and sewed by her. — 20. The blessing of Eli: Yakwek repay
thee with seed from this woman for the gift which she gave to
Yahweh] the received text is obscure, but the reference must be
to 1%, where Hannah expressly says she has given him to Yahweh.
21. And Yahweh visited Hannak] as he did Sarah, Gen. 21}, so
that she gave birth to three sons and two daughters] in addition to
Samuel. But the lad Samuel grew up in the presence of Yahweh.

19. 72p by=] the ;o was the outer garment worn by well-to-do people.
It was usually sleeveless, as we may judge from the emphasis laid upon
those with sleeves. For 1op Kl. proposes 1oz, coffon, which, however, occurs
nowhere in Biblical Hebrew.—20. 0>'] would perhaps answer our pur-
pose. But dworlcat @B indicates 24> as does drrarodicer &L, —Yno
nm=] cannot be right, though the attempt is made to translate it, whick
one asked of Yakweh. But there is no reason for the indefinite verb here:
Eli would certainly have said "> or nbrxz and would also have used p.
On the basis of 12 we naturally restore nx=n (Bu.). & has ¥xpnoas which
is evidently ~ox>r, cf. Ex, 12%, But it seems unfair to give the merit to Elka-
nah. — 'zp=b w57] better to make the suffix plural as in some codd.; &
however makes the verb singular. —81. <pp~'>] seems without motive: ~pon
&2 should be restored. —“n] is lacking in @B, cf. 12), which shows how
easily such insertions are made. After "~ insert v, @B,

® Geschichte des Alttzstamentlichen Priesterthums, Leipzig, 1889, p. 70, referring
to Herodotus, II. 37. Compare, also, Nowack, Aedr. .drcAJologie, 11. p. 116,
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22-25. Eli’s ineffectual rebuke. — The paragraph joins di-
rectly to v.¥, and, as already indicated, was probably part of a
source which treated the sin and punishment of Eli’s sons without
reference to Samuel. —22. Although Eli was a very old man, ye#
he used to hear what his sons were doing] the reference is to the
sins already laid to their charge. The impurity predicated of them
in the second half of the verse was not in the mind of the original
author.— 23. The rebuke : Why will you do the like of these things
which I hear from the mouth of all the pegple 7] this, which is an
abbreviated text, seems to convey all that he meant to say. —
24. No, my sons ! Not good is the report which I hear . . . the
people of Yahweh] the text is suspicious, and perhaps originally
contained a prohibition. —25. The motive is the difficulty of
finding a mediator when Yahweh is the offended party : Zf a man
sin against a man, God will mediate] cases of this kind could be
brought before God as umpire, and the oracle would decide
between the parties. But if against Yahweh one sin,who shall
act as mediator? No higher power exists to whom the case can
be submitted. The conclusion is, that the offended party will
take his revenge. The expostulation was fruitless, for Yakwek
was minded to slay them], and on that account incited them to
sin, as he afterwards incited David to take the census, 2 S. 24.

26. Samuel is again brought in, in contrast. He kept growing
larger and better in the estimation of Yahweh, and in the estima-
Hon of men.

28. 5] is lacking in @BL. The second half of the verse brings as an
additional accusation against the priests that they wused fo lie with the women
who ministered al the gate of the Tent of Meeting] the sentence is suspicious;
first, because it is lacking in @&8. In the second place the original narrator
has stated his accusation above and this should have been made a part of that
accusation. Finally, the whole narrative, except in this verse, is ignorant of
women who ministered and of the Tent of Meeting as established at Shiloh.
The language is borrowed from the Priestly document of the Pentateuch,
Ex. 38°. For these rcasons the half verse is to be regarded as a late inter-
polation (We,, K., Dr., Bu.).—88. oy o>*av--x] is lacking in &B and
difficult to construe: for I Aear of your evil dealings (RV.) cannot be the
meaning. It seems better to leave the words out.— nxr] éx orduaros @ is
more vivid, — 75x opn] is impossible. The A& has come in by false duplica-
tion of the following Sx. & has xvplov which perhaps represents o'nbx; but
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notice the phrase M oy at the end of the next verse. — 84. pr® '3 "or
o-ayp] seems unintelligible: whick 7 hear the people circulating @ would
require 0;7 to be expressed before the participle: Yowu make the people trans-
gress would require the addition of onw, and the same is true of Kimchi’s pro-
posal: You make the people forsake [the sanctuary]. 1f a word of this kind
can be used here at all, it is better to correct to Bnn3y7 or ONNARM, ye lead
astray. But Sn at the beginning of the verse suggests a negative command,
in which case there has been radical corruption.—25. >m] as the direct
object is without analogy we may read ¥ Ym; We., Bu, al., point 1%5p1. —
28. 5] is lacking in @&B.

27-36. The Threat of Punishment upon Eli. — An unnamed
prophet comes to Eli and rehearses the benefits he and his house
have received from Yahweh. The ingratitude with which he has
treated his benefactor is pointed out, and the removal of his house
from the priesthood is foretold, with the consequent impoverish-
ment of his descendants.

The piece reminds us of similar sections elsewhere, Jd. 6% 1 K.
13'%, where a prophet is sent with a rebuke, and of others, Jd. 2'
10", where Yahweh himself (or his Angel) delivers the rebuke.
All such sections are of comparatively late date, and the present
one is no exception. The only question which is raised concern-
ing it is whether it is an insertion made after the narrative of
Samuel's life was completed. In answering this we need to note
that the account of the priests’ wickedness, ending at 1%, might
be continued perfectly well by the account of the capture of the
Atk beginning at 4'. The oldest historian would then have left us
to draw the moral ourselves. It seems on the whole probable
that this was the case. But an editor, not content with this form
of the story, inserted our section on purpose to point out the
lesson. This may very well have been done before the story
of Samuel was inserted in the narrative, as the author of that
story had abundant reason to tell us of his hero’s call even if 27
were already in his text, while the interpolator would have no
motive to insert 27® if 3 was already a part of the history.

We. (Comp., p. 239 f.) treats this section as an interpolation into the narra-
tive similar to the Song of Hannah, though of earlier date, “yet scarcely older
than Deuteronomy and the reform of Josiah)! Bu., RS. p. 200, thinks the
section in place but “ Deuteronomistically recast,” with which Cornill agrees
Einleiting®, p. 99; and Driver takes substantially the same view, LOTS.
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P- 174. I can see no evidence of the recasting, and if the piece is not much
later than Josiah, there is no reason why it may not have existed before the
incorparation of the story of Samuel into this context.

27. 4 man of God] the phrase is frequently used of a prophet,
especially in the Books of Kings; it is twice used of an angel,
Jd. 13%8,in a passage ascribed to J. by Prof. Moore, once applied
to Moses in Deuteronomy (33', E), and once also in Joshua (14%,
a passage Deuteronomistically coloured). Zhus saith Yahwek)
is a standing phrase in the prophetic books. 7 certainly revealed
myself to thy father's house, while they were in Egypt, servants to
the house of Pharaok] the father's house was probably the clan
of Levi. Parallel to this election by Yahweh as a reason for obe-
dience, is the frequent argumentation from his choice of Israel as
his people. — 28. And I chose him from all the tribes of Isracl as my
priest, to offer on my altar, lo burn sacrifices and to bear an ephod )
whether we should translate # dear an ephod, or /o wear an ephod
depends upon the meaning of the word ephod, concerning which
this passage leaves us wholly in the dark. And 7 gave thy father's
house all the offerings of the sons of Israel for food] the last two
words are omitted by 3, but found in &. They seem necessary
to the sense, for the point of the rebuke is that Eli’s sons were
dissatisfied with the provision made for them. It seems clear
that the writer has in mind either the tribe of Levi or the house
of Aaron which was chosen to the priesthood in Egypt, and that
therefore he lived before the descent of Zadok (who displaced the
descendants of Eli) was traced either to Levi or to Aaron.* —
R9. Why then dost thou look with an evil eye on my sacrifices and
on my offerings and dost honour thy sons above me, in fattening
them with the first-fruits of all the offerings of Israel my people ?
The Hebrew text is obscure and this restoration is only pro-
visional. It seems to express the mind of the writer — that Eli
allowed his sons to seize as their own the portion that belonged
of right to God.—80. A change of purpose is declared: 7 4ad
thought that thy house and thy clan should continue in my presence
Jorever] lit. should walk to and fro before me. The figure is that

® Cf. Baudissin, Geschichte des Alttestamentiichen Priesterthums, Leipzig, 1889,
p-197 L
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of a courtier who lives in his sovereign’s favour, basks in the light
of his countenance. JBut now, saith Yahweh, far be it from me ;
Jor them that honour me I will honour, and they that cespise me
shall be lightly esteemed. — 81. The prediction to which this leads
up: J will cut off thy seed] a man has hope in the survival of his
posterity, long after he himself is gone. So #kat there shall not be
an old man in thy family] premature death is a sign of the divine
displeasure. —32. And thou shalt look, being in straits and with
envious eyes, upon all with whick I favour Israel] as a punish-
ment for the present greedy behaviour. The text must be con-
fessed to be very uncertain.— 33. And the man of thine whom 1
do not cut off from my altar shall be spared in order to consume his
eyes and to starve his soul, and all the increase of thy house shall
die by the sword of men] one is tempted to see a reference to the
slaughter of the priests by Saul. — 34. An earnest of the calamity
should be the death of Eli’s sons : on the same day both shall die. —
85. In contrast with Eli there shall be a faithful priest . 4% that is
in my heart and in my desire he will do, and I will build him an
enduring house] that is, a continuous posterity, cf. 2 S. 7%, Yahweh
makes known to thee that Yahweh will build thee a house. This
priest, in person or in his descendants, ska/l walk before mine
Anointed for all time] 1it. all the days. The Anointed is of course
the king of Israel,and the writer seems to look back upon a long
line of kings. There can be no doubt therefore that the faizhfu!
priest is Zadok, who was made priest by Solomon in place of
Abiathar (Eli’s great-grandson). This is expressly stated to be
the fulfilment of the prophecy, 1 K. 2¥. The family of Zadok
maintained themselves in the sanctuary of Jerusalem until the
final destruction of the temple.—386. Eli’s family shall be so
reduced as to seek the menial offices of the sanctuary for the
pittance that might thus be earned. And the one that is left of thy
house shall come to do him obeisance for a bit of money or a loaf
of bread] the contrast is between the regularly installed priesthood
which lives of the altar, and the hangers-on of the sanctuary who
are willing to earn an occasional penny or an occasional meal by
menial services. The ambition of the latter is to be put into one
of the priests’ places in order to eat a morsel'of the bread of Yahweh]
the state of things is that which we find after the reform of Josiah,
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when the priests of the Bamoth were obliged to content them-
selves with what subordinate places there were in the service of the
Jerusalem sanctuary.

87. n51n] the interrogative n is out of place, for it would call for a
negative answer. It has come on to this word by duplication of the next pre-
ceding letter. — 770 n'a%] might in connection with 0713 mean ébelonging
to the house of Pharaok. But & is probably right in inserting SovAwr; read,
therefore, *5 Ma% 137, —28. <] as an infinitive absolute representing a
finite verb, the word might pass. But it is simpler to restore anax with &%..
The scribe probably thought he was going to begin the verse with snwna “nn
corresponding to 'nvva3 A%y above; Mb» seems to stand for mbynd or
to be corrupted from it.— nx»%] probably nxz% with GI. At the end of
the verse eis Bpdow» & should be restored. —28. nz%] prefix 1 with &. —
19730] the verb occurs only Dt. 325, where it means /% 4icé. But whether it
would take 3 in the meaning / £ick at is not certain. @ evidently read van
which makes good sense.— 1o 'ns awx] is unintelligible in this conteat:
dyaidel dpfalug & may represent o 18% (KL). This makes good sense,
and we must suppose ‘N3 “wn inserted to help out the unintelligible nyo
after the ryo had become mutilated. —33%737>] may be conjecturally
altered to onx naa8, for it is Eli’s indulgence to his sons that is rebuked:
drevhoyeicfar & would be '43;7?. For ‘07> we should perhaps read ‘%
(Bu.) aithough it is equally good simply to leave off the % as a duplicate
of the preceding letter. — 80. *n=ax ~ex] only the second word is indicated
by &. The contrast may be between Yahweh’s former dec/aration and his
present one. But it seems more forcible to make <px denote the thought
of his mind, as frequently.—m™=0ni] is frequent in the prophets. —
81. 7] 73 owépua cov &. The latter alone seems to be justified by the
conclu,ding words of the verse (contra Dr., KL.). y¥=ax should be made to
conform to the word just discussed, —88. The verse, down to J~23, is
omitted by @B, whence some have supposed it not original. But the omis-
sion can be accounted for by homeoteleuton, and the verse is represented in
most MSS. of & and also in [. But to make sense of it is another matter. —
ne2 a3 rwam] is nonsense; Kl. is probably right in seeing a reference to
the ny» which we have changed to ;My> above (very possibly the form may
have been piz). In that case, the simplest correction will be to read o
instead of 1ye.  For 3w I have ventured, in so desperate a passage, to put
ow. — 88, 73] read Wy @.— 3 w™] is pointed as a Hiphil with the
n dropped. The reference to Dt. 28% is so evident, however, that the correc-
tion to 3wt~ seems obvious.—12p1] read w2 &.—3'>ix cannot mean
cum ad virilem actatem venerit L. Read with @ 32k 312, —384. “1on~ow
omp] is superfluous and perhaps a gloss. — 85, 1oxama] cf. 25%.—86. 3]
is lacking in @B and superfluous. — znv="32] also lacking in &B.— o] &L
adds roi xvpiov, confirmed by |, and doubtless original.
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II1. 1-21. The revelation to SBamuel. — Samuel while sleep-
ing in the sanctuary hears a voice calling him. Supposing that it
is Eli, he waits upon him thrice. Eli at last perceives the nature
of the call and instructs the lad how to reply. The sequel is a
revelation of Yahweh's determination to destroy the house of Eli.
On hearing the message the aged priest resigns himself to the di-
vine will. The significance of the revelation is that it opens Sam-
uel’s career as a prophet, and his reputation soon becomes known
throughout Israel. .

The chapter seems to be a unit. Doubts have been expressed
as to the originality of "¥; but these seem not to be well
founded. The necessity of the account in a life of Samuel is evi-
dent. The fact that this section duplicates the warning of the
anonymous man of God in the preceding chapter does not make
it the less necessary that Samuel should be accredited as a
prophet. And no more appropriate credential could be found
than a prediction of the destruction of the house of Eli. The
tone and style agree well with ch. 1.

1-10. Samuel hears a voice calling him in the night, and the
voice proves to be the voice of Yahweh. The account opens with
a restatement of Samuel’s position in the temple service, and
then tells us that the word of Yahiweh was rare in those days,
there was no . . . vision] the qualifying word may mean pudlic
or widespread, but there is reason to suppose that the original
reading is lost. — 2, 3. After the opening clause, the thread of
the narrative is interrupted to describe the condition of things at
the time when the event took place, and is resumed in v... So
the sentence is: /¢ came to pass in that day, when Eli . . . that
Yahwek called Samuel. The circumstantial clause is compli-
cated ; three of its items tell of the condition of things at the mo-
ment, the other gives us information of the state of Eli’s physical
vision. It is difficult to see how this clause bears on the present
history. But taking the text as it stands we may render by insert-
ing a parenthesis: When Eli was lying in his place (now his eyes
had begun to grow dim, he could not see) and the lamp of God had
not yet gone out, Samuel also was lying in the Temple of Yahweh
where the Ark of God was. But the originality of the words in pa-
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renthesis is difficult to maintain. The other items are important for
the picture they present of the sanctuary. Itis evident that Eli and
Samuel slept in adjoining rooms, if not in the same room. Sa:uel,
at least, lay in the apartment in which the Ark stood. The dif-
ference between this arrangement and that provided in the tradi-
tional Tabernacle is evident. That a lamp should burn all night
before Yahweh is in accordance with the fitness of things. The
early Israelites in providing Yahweh a dwelling were careful to
furnish it with articles of use and luxury according to their ideas.
Of any typical or symbolical meaning such as later attached itself
to this furniture we find no trace in our narrative. \We may as-
sume, however, that the lamp burned all night in the sanctuary,
as was later expressly provided, Ex. z7%, cf. 2 Chr. 13", and
therefore that the time of Samuel’s call was in the early morning.
The sanctuary is here called a femple as in 1°. The sleeping of
an attendant near the Ark, as a servant sleeps near the monarch
s0 as to serve him, seems to show preéxilic custom, but how it
shows this account to be pre-Deuteronomic® I do not see. The
belief that sleepers in the sanctuary receive revelations in dreams
was common in antiquity and seems not yet to have died out, as
there are traces of it among the Moslems to the present time.
The Ark of God is here mentioned for the first time. It is evi-
dently the same which was afterwards transferred to his citadel by
David, and which was the sacred object in the Temple of Solomon.
But we have no description of it by an early writer. See below,
on 4'.—4. The text must be restored at this point, where we ex-
pect the most detailed account, so as to read: Yahwek stood and
called: Samuel! Samuel! The repetition of the name is one of
the marks of E among the Pentateuchal documents, Gen. 22" 46°
Ex. 3. — 8. Answering what he supposed was the call of Eli,
Samuel is bidden to return to his place. — 6. Yahweh calls again :
Samuel! Samuel! with the same result as before. —7. The re-
mark that Samuwel did not yet know Yahweh, and the word of Yah-
weh had not yet been revealed fo him, is added to explain how it
was that he did not recognize the voice of the speaker.—8. At
the third experience Eli perceived that Yahwek was calling the

¢ As affirmed by Kittel, GA. I1. p. 33.
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lad.—9. Hence his instruction: Go and lie down; and if one
call thee thou shalt say: Speak! for thy servant is listening. As
the subject is left indefinite in the clause and if one call thee, it is
probable that the name of Yahweh was not mentioned in what
follows. Eli will let the lad discover who the speaker is.—
10. When the call comes again, Samuel replies as he has been
directed.

This single passage is not enough to give us an Old Testament
doctrine of revelation. But it conveys with great clearness its
author’s conception. He does not describe a dream, because he
makes Samuel rise and run to Eli after each call. He conceived
of the prophet as hearing a voice physically audible. This voice
enunciated in articulate words the message which the prophet was
to receive. The experience is therefore not parallel to that of
Jacob, who saw and heard God in a dream.

1. y o] seems to give no good meaning. po~, which We. substitutes, is
too violent in meaning for this place, though it is possible that the ) has come
from the preceding word. —8. v3'; ] should be read with the Qré. — mn3 onn]
We. seems to be wrong in insisting that the second word cannot be an infini-
tive, on the ground that a “ would be required. Cf. nn Snn Dt. 2%-81, Snx
%1 Jos. 37. It is better, therefore, to point rmny.— 5] should perhaps
be #% (&).—8. cvo is usually construed with the ’imperfect tense as here,
Dr., Tenses®, 278. —4. wpn] In v.1? we read that Yahweh stood and called
as before. It seems necessary, therefore, that the opening account should
contain this particular, and so we find in &% xal xaréorn xal éxdAece xipios.
The omission of 33~ may be accounted for by its anthropomorphism. That
it was not omitted below only shows, what we know from other passages, that
a correction of this kind is rarely carried far.— Sw=9n] should be bmwe
S%100 as below, and here also in &. —8. 237] the regular answer when one’s
name is called. —8. opn] is lacking in @&BL. By its omission we lose
nothing, and the second call is made uniform with the first.—7. ©073)
#3oUNeve wplv 7 GL seems to be a case where a Greek editor tried to make
sense out of a text he did not understand.® —y+] should be pointed as an
imperfect after 0w (Bbttcher, followed by Th.). —9. 1ox] @L adds 8 xaAd»,
which is a correct interpretation of the writer’'s meaning. — M 23+] @B has
simply Ad\e, which is what Samuel actually says in v.1% It seems to me
more likely that the name is a later insertion than a later omission. —
10. opp3=35p5] cf. Jd. 169, From what has already been said it is evident
that the narrative cannot be made to illustrate the incubdation common among

¢ The reading, however, is found in | serviedat antegquam, Cod. Goth. Leg. apxd
Vercellone,
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Egyptians, Greeks, and Romans. But there is probably a similar idea at the
basis; namely, that the sanctuary is a favourable place to receive revelations.
Cf. Seyffert, Dictionary of Classical Antiguity, p. 435, Friedlinder, Darstel-
lungen aus d. Sittengesch. Roms®, 111. p. 571 fi. '

11-14. The message. — The contents are of such a nature that
Samuel could no longer be in doubt as to the personality of the
speaker : Bekold I am about to do a thing in Israel such that the
ecars of every one that hears it shall ring] cf. 2 K. 21 Jer. 19%,
both describing the effect of news of calamity. The verb is used
once of the trembling of the lips from fear (Hab. 3%). —12. /n
that day I will fulfil upon Eli all that I have spoken against his
house from beginning lo end] lit. beginning and ending,; the ad-
verbial infinitives express the completeness of the punishment. —
13. And thou shalt tell him] a slight change from the received
text — that Iwill punish his house forever for the guilt of his sons,
tn that his sons were blaspheming God, and he did not rebuke
them] the text has been purposely obscured to shield the reader
from pronouncing the words dlaspheming God, but the original has
fortunately been preserved in &. —14. Zherefore have I sworn to
the house of Eli that the guilt of the house of El shall not be ex-
piated] the technical term can best be translated thus, though
Hebrew and Greek ideas of expiation must not be confused. By
sacrifice or by offering forever] the expression seems to be made
very general in order to emphasize the impossibility of placating
the offended deity by any of the methods known to the ritual. In
ordinary cases of his anger he might be appeased by smelling an
offering, 26".

It has been supposed by some that the revelation to Samuel
was originally of a different tenor, predicting the doom of Shiloh
and appointing Samuel as Eli's successor. But the reasons ad-
vanced to sustain this thesis are not convincing, and the tone of
the verses seems quite homogeneous with the rest of this docu-
ment. The fact that there is an allusion in v.»? to the preceding
message to Eli has already been pointed out, as has the hearing of
this fact upon the comparative age of the whole chapter.

11. n>;] on the use of the participle in divine announcements, cf. Dr.,

Tenses®, §135, 3.— 18, Sx] in the first occurrence at least we should read
b:. The interchange of the two prepositions is so common as szarcely to call



111, 11-18 29

for remark. — 18, ¥ \num] cannot mean for 7 Aave fold him (RV.), but
must be and I will make known to him. This seems unnecessary, and the
conjecture of Kl. (adopted by Bu.) that we should read 15 nwm is taken
as the basis of the translation above; for the object of this revelation is to
warn Eli of the impending doom of his house. —pipa] the construct, govern-
ing the clause which follows, is doubtless possible, Ges.® § 130¢. It seems
awkward here, however, and the word is left out by Bu. on conjecture. As it
seems better to have some authority, I prefer to emend according to &AB which
reads M3 pya but omits ;=12 —onY 0-55pc] cannot mean made themselves
vile, AV., or bring a curse upon themselves, RV. All the analogies are in
favour of 3'a®x 3*»°pp which was read by &. The passage is one of those
altered by the scribes (sigguné sophertm), cf. Geiger, Urschrift und Ueberset-
sungen, p. 271.— 2] is used in the sense of restrain only here, so that there
may be an error of the text.— 14. pa2)] is regularly followed by on giving the
oath a negative force, or by ®5-an where the force is affirmative, — “p3™] this
stem is found here only, but there cah be no doubt of the meaning. The Piel
is the technical term for removing by a ritual act anything which is offensive in
the sight of God and would therefore make his worshippers unacceptable to
him, cf. Dr., Deuteronomy, p. 425, BDB,, s.v.

15-18. The message delivered. — Samuel lay until the morn-
ing, when he rose and opened the doors of the house of Yahwek]
a part of his regular work as servant of the sanctuary. That he
was afraid fo make the vision known is easily understood.—
16,17. Eli’s adjuration, so may God do to thee and more too, if
thou conceal from me a word of all that ke spoke to thee] induces
a response. The formula so may God do to thee is an imprecation
originally connected with the ceremony of slaying an animal at the
taking of an oath. The parties pray that the fate of the victim
may be theirs. The fact that the formula is used only in Samuel
and Kings is an argument against attributing these books to the
Pentateuchal authors E and J, who had abundant opportunity to
use the expression in their histories. The omission of the subject
of the verb shows Eli's dread of the divine sentence. At Samuel’s
report, the old man resigns himself: /¢ is Yahweh, let him do what
is good in his sight] compare David’s expression in 2 S. 15%,

16. After “pan, add ~p33 052" which has fallen out of 3 on account of the
resemblance of °p37 and <p133; it is preserved by @. The doors here men-
tioned are another evidence that the House of Yahweh was not a tent. —
18. Suvez-~x] some MSS. have ‘7-9x. —18. wor] @U adds pfua (="av),
which seems necessary to the sense. —wwa] the Qré substitutes v»p3 as
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usual, With the phrase ke good in Ais eyes, compare the right in Ais eyes, the
evil in his eyes. Strictly parallel with the present passage are Gen. 168 1%
(both J) and Jd. 19? (late). But we find 312" =21 once in Dt. (6'%) and
31377935 in Jd. 108 (E). Exactly like the text are 1 S, 128 143040 2 §, 19%,
representing both the main streams of narrative from which our history is
made up.

III. 19-IV. 18, The sequel is, that Samuel becomes widely
known as a prophet. The verses are, however, not necessary to
the connexion, and may be an editorial insertion.

19. As Samuel grew up he continued to enjoy the favour of
Yahweh. Yahwek was with him and let none of his words fall to
the ground’) that is, he confirmed them, so that they were not
useless. —20. And all Israel knew, from Dan to Beersheba] cf.
Jd. 20' 2 S. 3 17" ; that Samuel was authenticated as a prophet
of Yahwek] the evident idea of the author is that the people came
to the sanctuary to consult the prophet. — 21, IV. 18, The verse
as it stands is tautological. By the change of a single word, we
get an excellent continuation of the preceding: And Isracl again
appeared in Shilok because Yahweh revealed himself to Samuel,
and the word of Samuel came to all Israel] the sanctuary had
been deserted because of the wickedness of Eli’s sons, and because
God did not reveal himself to them. All this was changed by the
establishment of Samuel as prophet. At the end of this paragraph
® adds: (and Samuel was established as a prophet from one end
of the land to the other) but Eli was exceeding old and his sons
kept on doing worse and worse before Yahwek] what is here in
parenthesis is duplication of ®, but the rest is possibly original.

19. For %07] & may have read %oy, cf. Jos. 214 2 K. 100, —381. Bu.
proposes to interchange this verse and the following, partly on the ground of
&, and partly because that order seems more natural. The difficulty, however,
is caused by A1 mv» Ao which, as it now stands, only says that Yahweh
appeared again in Shiloh, and thus duplicates the second half of the verse.
By the single change of mm to Yxv>+ the difficulty is avoided, and the verses
fall into a natural order. —#~b is an unusual form for an infinitive construct,
but occurs Jd. 13%, cf. Ges.® 75 ¢, Stade, Gram. 622 5. —mm a2 nb2a]
is lacking in & and probably later expansion. — IV. 18. The division into chap-
ters has cut off this clause from the paragraph to which it belongs. The addi-
tion adopted above is found in the MSS. of &, apparently without exception.
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IV. 1b_VIL 1. War with the Philistines; defeat of Israel
and capture of the ark; the experiences of the Philistines
with the ark and its return to the land of Israel.

The three chapters form a closely connected whole, y
show no trace of acquaintance with Samuel, but form ‘4"Wattral
continuation of the history of Eli and his sons. They are now
generally supposed to belong to an older stratum of the narrative
than that which has preceded. In spite of their unity of scope,
there are indications that they are from a composite history like
that of JE.

IV. 1b-22. The great disaster.— The author tells us of the
first repulse in few words. The original opening of the account,
however, is mutilated in 3§ by the same cause which made the last
words of 3* illegible. Restoring the reading from &, we get:
And it came 1o pass in those days that the Philistines gathered for
war against Israel] the Philistines appear as the oppressors of
Israel in the time of Samson. We know very well that they occu-
pied the great maritime plain from Joppa southwards to the border
of Egypt. They appear as a confederacy of five cities, each with
a chief magistrate (in some places called a king) bearing the title
of Seren. That they were immigrants was known to Amos (97),
who derives them from Caphtor. Cf. Dt. 2%® Jer. 47% At the
opening of this campaign the Israelites camped at Ebenezer.
According to 7" the place did not receive the name until later.
But the historical accuracy of that account is open to question.
The Philistine camp was at 4phek, probably the same with the
Aphek in Sharon of Jos. 12 (&). Sharon was the natural con-
tinuation of the Shephela. The place cannot now be certainly
identified. — 2. When battle was joined, /srae/ was smitten before
the Philistines] and their loss is put at four thousand men in Zhe
ranks in the field. This calls attention to the fact that the Israel-
ites did not flee, but suffered heavy loss while holding their
ground.

IV. 1. Having given the first clause to the preceding paragraph, we find
this one beginning with xs», which gives no explanation of the reason why
Israel went out. This is supplied by & which begins xal éyerfn év rals
Huépacs dxelvais xal curabdpolforrar dAN6puMoe els xéheuor éxl "IopahN. This is
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now generally adopted as the original beginning of the section. It seems to
be found in all MSS. of &.—onzvp rxpt] should probably be annp- &.
On the Philistines, Ebers, degypten und die Biicker Mosis (1868), pp. 130-
237; Max-Miiller, Asien und Europa (1893), pp. 387-390. — ~177 jax~] can-
not be right. The first word must be 1ax (We.). —pox] We. (Comp., p. 254)
identifies this with the Aphek of 29! 1 K. 20* 2 K. 13'". Cf. Buhl, Gesg.,
p. 212.—8. nupb 139ym] cf. 2 S. 109 19, — »um] gives no suitable sense here :
xal éx\ver & points to v (adopted by We. al.). It should be noticed, how-
ever, that 7)) is nowhere used of a battle, so that the emendation is doubt-
ful; ©pm would give a good meaning and would easily be corrupted into 2om,
cf. 2 8. 2l.— S ] prefix '» with & (Bu.).

3-11. The bringing of the Ark to the camp does not deliver
the Israclites; on the contrary the Ark itself falls into the
hands of the enemy. — As usual ke Sheikhs determine what is to
be done. They recognize that Yazhweh has smitten them] the de-
feat of course could not be because their God was less powerful
than the deities of the enemy. Let us bring to us from Shiloh the
Ark of our God that he may go out in the midst of us and save us
Jrom our enemies. The Ark was taken into battle on other occa-
sions, as in the Ammonite war, 2 S. 11", The cry which was
raised when the Ark set out at the head of the people was (Num.
10%) : Rise, Yahweh, and let thine enemies be scattered, and let thy
haters flee before thee—a war-cry on the face of it. That the
Ark went before the people at the invasion of the country and the
siege of Jericho (Jos. 3, 4) is significant in the same connexion.
The present account identifies Yahweh and the Ark very closely,
but it does not describe the sacred object. From the name we
infer that it was a chest, for the same word is used of the sarcoph-
agus of Joseph, Gen. 50%, and of the box set by the side of the
altar to receive the money contributions of the worshippers, 2 K.
12", ‘The author of Deuteronomy (10%) describes it so far as to say
that it was of acacia wood, and made to contain the two tables of
the Covenant. Hence his name for it is Ark of Yahwek's Cov-
enant, and this usage prevails in Deuteronomistic passages in
other books. The priestly writer of Ex. 25 gives us the exact
dimensions, and covers it with gold after his manner. He also
makes it contain the tables of the Law which he calls #ie Zest-
mony. So that his name for it is Ark of the Testimony. He also
gives an elaborate description of its lid or cover, to him the most
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important part of the sacred object, something of which we do
not hear in earlier writers. Jeremiah alludes to it once under the
name given it by the Deuteronomist, but in terms which show
that he attached no great importance to it, Jer. 3. The com-
moner name in the historical books is A& of Yahweh or Ark of
God. In some cases this designation has been obscured by inter-
polation, a scribe having inserted the word Covenant to conform
to his own usage, as is illustrated in the passage before us.

8. M M3 ] Ty xBwrdr Tod Beod Hudy &B; both readings are com-
bined in @L. The original is evidently wn%x paw, for which a scribe substi-
tuted the Deuteronomic phrase. We must judge in the same way of the:
insertion of n™3 in v.* (twice) and in v5 So far the revision was car-
ried and then given up. In all these cases the testimony of @B is against the
insertion. The problem of the nomenclature of the Ark is, however, some-
what complicated. No less than twenty-two various designations are found.
for it. Of these, M3 par with its expansions, are Deuteronomistic, and
mpn e belongs to P, The original name must have been simply mm pow,,
for which might be substituted ova%x % or oA . The only one of
these used in the Hexateuch is ma» pws, which occurs in Jos. 3, 4, 6, and:
7, always in the narrative of JE, and (curiously) in both elements, J and E.
The occurrence of 3797 X in the present chapter would, therefore, militate-
against its assignment to either of the Hexateuchal sources.

It remains to notice, however, that the interchange of the two names in:
the chapters before us cannot well be explained except on the ground of two.
different hands having been concerned in the composition of the narrative:
The facts are as follows:

1. v v e in ve3S is the result of interpolation, as already noted,.
and so is 9ab%n M3 R, which occurs in v.4b,

2. 5wz b pw which is used in §7-8 1011 68, in the mouth of the Philis-
tines is the natural expression for them to use.

3. ™M™ pwis used 4%; it then gives place to obxn pw, but is resumed
534, interrupted by 519, but again resumed in 6!, being used throughout the
rest of the chapter and in 71, which belongs with it.

4. oSN e is used only once (411); but ovbnn pw characterizes 418-
53, in which it occurs eight times. It recurs again twice in §°.

The verse 519 can well be spared and is probably an insertion. The section
4"-2 forms a distinct section of the narrative, being concerned with the recep-
tion of the news by Eli and the effect upon him and his house. Nothing
stands in the way of our assigning it to a different hand from the one that
wrote the rest of the account. The two verses 5! 2 are, in part, a necessary
introduction to what follows. But they are over full, and probably have suf-
fered redactional accommodation to their present place.

Notice that x3v should be n3», which was read by &.

D
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4. The proposition is adopted and the Ark is brought from
Shiloh ; and also the two sons of El with the Ark of God] they
would naturally accompany it, but the author calls attention to
their presence because their fate is involved. If this were part of
the document which makes Samuel so prominent, his name would
certainly have been mentioned here either to explain his escape
or to account for his absence. —5. When the Ark reached the
camp all Israel shouted a great shout and the earth resounded] cf.
Jos. 6*® (E).— 6. The Philistines inquire the cause of #is noise of
shouting in the camp of the Hebrews] so the Israelites are named
ordinarily by foreigners. They ascertain that the Ark of Yahweh
has come to the camp.— 7. The fear of the Philistines is motived
by the thought: Zhese are their gods; they have come to them to
the camp] the text is that of &B. Woe o us, for it has not been
thus heretofore] indicates that the palladium had not usually been
taken to war in this period. —8. The question of desperation :
Wio shall deliver us from the hand of these mighty gods? is fol-
lowed by the historical reason : Z7%ese are the gods which smote the
Egyptians with every sort of plague and with pestilence] the received
text has with every sort of plague in the wilderness. This might be
condoned in the mouth of the Philistines, but it would hardly occur
to an Israelitic writer to impute the inaccuracy to them. — 9. Zake
counrage] Jd. 20%; and be men] lit. and become men if you never
were men before. In case of defeat they could expect only to
become slaves of the Hebrews; as they have been slaves to you.
10. The result was the courage of despair on the part of the
Philistines, so that in the battle which ensued /Jsrae/ was defeated,
and fled eack to his tents] 2 S. 187 19°.. The slaughter in Israel
is given as thirty thousand footmen] cf. Jd. 20® 1 S. 15* 2 S. 10°%
—11. The climax: Zhe Ark of God was taken and the two sons
of Eli died] so the sentence pronounced by Samuel was executed.

4. The Ark is here called in 3§ 3'3957 32 Pwas mav=na paw of which &B
omits 33 and ~way. The presumption is in favour of the shorter form, and it
is probable that 2*3757 3>+ also is a later insertion, for no reason can be given
why the author should so describe Yahweh here, cf. 2 S, 63, — 32] is inappro-
priate. The word 3= is not represented in &. — d» proposed by Kl. would not
be out of place. But on the testimony of & it seems better to read simply
the . The names Hophni and Phinekas read like an afterthought. — 8. nva])
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is to be omitted, with &.—37] on the form Ges.?® § 72 4, who makes it
Qal.—8. n:mn %ip] cf. Apysa S v.4, —a0 ] on the pointing, Ges.? § 37f.
— 1. The speech of the Philistines varies somewhat in the different recensions
of &, and all differ from 3. The latter has simply 3vn>x x3. But it must be evi-
dent that 32'n%w is the appropriate word. As this is rendered by & we naturally
adopt it, and with it the context as translated above. The reading of &L oros &
Oeds alT Oy seems to be a correction of the phrase in &B. — xa] should be read
w2 with &B. — u> 2] & adds éehob nuds, Kipte, ofuepov, which is of course
impossible in the mouth of the Philistines. If original, it is part of a speech
attribut2d to the Israelites, which it is now impossible to reconstruct. — Sznn
prw] cof. Ex. 5701 S, 142! 197, —8. 2* ] orepedy BB seems to render oyyaxn,
which is more appropriate, so Cappellus, Notae Criticae, p. 433. —31223] has
been supposed to indicate a tradition which made the Egyptians follow the
Israelites into the desert and there to be smitten by the plagues. But the text
is uncertain, & reading xal év 77 épfup. This is of course ungrammatical, but
may conceal 7312 as conjectured by We. and adopted by Dr., Bu,, al.—
9. Th: two imperatives are eontinued by two perfects with waw consecutive,
Dr., Tenses8, § 112.—3orn5 ] & seems to render oxncnoy, — 10, wenbn] as
@B omits the Philistines, it is altogether probable that both parties are thought
of as subjects — tkey fought.—11. The names Hophni and Phinehas read
again as if an afterthought.

12-21. The effect of the tidings. — Zhere ran a Benjamite
JSfrom the ranks] Rabbinical tradition makes him to have been Saul,
who had rescued the tables of the Law from the hands of Goliath.
With his clothes rent and carth on his head] the usual signs of
grief, 2 S. 1? 15% —13. The verse is difficult to understand.
The received text (Qr¢) makes Eli sit by the side of the road,
watching] the road would naturally be the one leading to the
scene of battle. Yet the fugitive apparently comes first to the
town and afterwards to Eli. A change of pointing would make
Eli’s station to be deside the Mizpahk road, but this does not relieve
the difficulty. We are forced therefore to read with & by the side
of the gate watching the road] where the gate is evidently the gate
of the sanctuary, at which he was accustomed to sit, 1°. Though
he was blind, his mind was intent upon the road along which news
must come — for his heart was trembling for the Ark of God.
The bearer of tidings comes first to the town, which skrieks at the
news. — 14. Eli hears the outcry before the messenger reaches him,
but the latter does not delay — ke kastened and came and told Eli.
—15. The verse, which speaks of his age and blindness, inter-
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rupts the narrative and is apparently a redactional insertion. If
original, it belongs after the first clause of v.". —16. /am ke that
iscome from the ranks] the speaker takes for granted that some
one was expected.—17. To Eli’s question the answer is given in
four particulars: Zsrael fled before the Philistines; there was a
great slaughter of the people ; thy two sons are dead ; and the Ark
of God has been captured] the four form an ascending scale to
Eli, reaching the climax in the capture of the Ark.—18. When
the messenger mentioned the Ark] the special object of Eli's solici-
tude, the old man feZ from his seat backward by the side of the
gate, and his neck was broken, and he died] the author adds in ex-
planation that #he man was old and heavy. The additional re-
mark : ke had judged Israel forty years is evidently designed to
bring Eli into the same class with the Judges whose story is given
in the Book of Judges.

18. owa~»w] is possible, but more natural is o3 o, which is
favoured by &.—18. 1'] =, Qré and some MSS,, is undoubtedly correct.
It seems unnecessary to change to w3 or 1%, however, as is done by some
commentators. — Ap3p 7] would naturally be interpreted the Afizpak road.
But the punctuators give us mpyz, which is confirmed by &. This version,
however, reads xapd Thry xAny oroxevwy THr 86y = TV Np3D WA W, which
is restored by Th.—14. nen is the confused noise made by a crowd of people.
—15. The verse is expanded in & by the repetition (substantially) of the
greater part of v, This indicates that its original place was different from
the one in which we now find it; and, as a rule, such dislocations are proof of
later insertion. For ninety-cight years & has ninety.— ncp payn] for which the
Orientals give 1op Qré, seems harsh in spite of the parallels adduced by Dr.
Notes. The confusion of n and 1 is so easy that it seems better to restore the
plural here. Cf. 1 K. 14%. Twelve codd. read nzp wyn here.—18. If the
preceding verse be omitted, we may also omit '5y=5% w'w7 with &AB, For
the first n1>7;on @& seems to have read A0, —17. w3pn] the original mean-
ing was one that made another change colour, therefore a bringer of important
tidings, whether good or bad. In actual Hebrew usage it generally means a
bringer of good tidings. For wpb read “io0 with 16 MSS. and probably &.
The successive stages of the disaster are emphasized by on. The names of
the two sons are omitted by &BL.—18. 73] some MSS. have i,
The two prepositions are not infrequently confused. — 1 7p3] can hardly be
right. Probably an original »'3 was corrupted into p3, and then the v was
inserted in the endeavour to make sense: éxéuevos GAB, éxduera GL else-
where represent 13 or vbx, Ps. 1418 1 S. 1g3. —wpaor] here only. It means
the neck as dividing (p~p) the head and trunk.
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19. The effects in the family of Eli are set forth. His daugh-
ter-in-law, the wife of Phinchas, was with child] the phrase used
here does not occur elsewhere : it seems to mean pregnant and
near the time of childbirth. The news of the capture of the Ark
and the death of her father-in-law brought on the pangs of labour.
—20. At the moment of her giving birth, the women standing
about her said to her: fear not, for thou hast given birth to a son)
a message which should give her comfort in her sorrow. But she
neither answered nor heeded ] lit. set her heart, Ex. 3 Prov. 275,
—21, 22. The account is over-full, probably by conflation, 2
being almost an exact duplicate of a part of . Leaving out the
latter we get: And they called the boy Ichabod, saying : the glory
Jrom Israel is taken captive — because of the capture of the Ark of
God and because of her father-in-law and her husband] the sub-
ject is the women standing about her, for she was already uncon-
scious.

19. n% n9n] the nearest parallel is Is. 2617: nv%% 3vvpn avn wa.  On the
form n%%, Kanig, Gram. 1. p. 402, Ges.® § 69 m. The form here may be a
simple scribal error, no parallel to the contraction having been pointed out
except nnx for nank,  After npbn=5x we should expect now, which should there-
fore probably be restored for nrv.  Still an infinitive may have been intended,
6 MSS. read np Sn,  With ™3 cf. Is. 218, by qon; is found in the sense of
being poured suddenly upon, Is. 60b. —90. a™p npx»] in itself gives good
sense, but the reading of & xal é» 1§ xaip@ adriis dwobrfore: N1 ANY: which
seems to fit the case better.—81. npm] the subject evidently cannot be the
mother, for she was already unconscious; so that we must suppose the subject
is indefinite — ome called. The verb is feminine because the writer has in
mind the women standing about. — 23 '] Jmglorious is the evident intention
of the writer — d3ofla (Josephus). The only instance that can be cited for
X as an equivalent of px is Job 22%), where the text is doubtful. & seems to
point to " as the first member.—“x] should probably be by.—28. The
verse is omitted (on grounds already stated) by We., and is put into the
margin by Bu.

V. 1-12. The devastation wrought by the Ark. — First, the
god of the Philistines is smitten: then they themselves suffer.
The trophy is brought from Eben-ha-ezer to Ashdod] one of the
five chief cities of the Philistines. It lay near the coast about
midway between Joppa and Gaza. A village on the site still
bears the name Esdied. The tautology in this verse and the next
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indicates that this was originally the conclusion of the preceding
section. After the account of the family of Eli the author adds:
But as for the Philistines, etc. He then begins his specific ac-
count of the fortunes of the Ark. —2. As we should expect in the
case of so remarkable a trophy, tkey brought it to the temple of
Dagon and set it up by the side of Dagon] the national god of the
Philistines if we may argue from his prominence here. The
temple here alluded to existed until the time of the Maccabees, 1
Macc. 10 11t

The nature and attributes of Dagon are wholly unknown. He
is a god of the Philistines in whose honour a great feast is held,
Jd. 16®. According to Schrader, COZ. 1. p. 170, the name is
found in Assyrian. If the name be Semitic, it may be related
either to 2 fish or to 1 corn. The adoration of a fish-god in
Syria is well attested, and on the other hand the god of corn
would be at home in the fine grain-growing land of the Shephela.
For Beth-Dagon (two places of the name are mentioned in the
Old Testament) Jerome gives us domus fritici, while for Dagon
he allows piscis tristitiae (OS. pp. 25, 32). Isaaki and Kimchi
suppose that the figure of Dagon was half man and half fish.
The combination with Atargatis (Derketo) is uncertain, see
Moore’s note on Jd. 16%, Baudissin in PRE®. II. p. 171, Movers,
Phonizier, 1. p. 590. For the god of the harvest Sanchuniathon is
cited by Movers. Cf. Wellhausen, Skizzen, I11. p. 170, n. 2.

3. The next day, the Ashdodites rose, and came to the house of
Dagon and looked] the latter clause is lacking in 3, but is prob-
ably original. They found Dagon prostrate on his face on the
ground] cf. Jd. 3%, Gen. 17*Y; the narrator evidently means that
Dagon was doing obeisance to Yahweh. Without learning the
lesson of Yahweh’s superiority, the Ashdodites raised their god
and returned kim to his place. — 4. The next lesson was a severer
one. The following morning they not only find him prostrate, but
the head of Dagon and his hands were cut off upon the threshold,
only his trunk was left of him] the received text has only Dagon
was left, which is manifestly impossible. — §. The narrator traces
a peculiar custom of the worshippers at this temple to this event
— therefore the priests of Dagon and all who enter the house of
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Dagon do not tread on the threshold of Dagon in Ashdod until
this day, but step over it] the last words are not in 38 but seem to
be original. The threshold, having been the resting place of the
hands and head of Dagon, is consecrated, so that it must not be
touched. We find ewery one who leaps over the threshold (or
upon the threshold) alluded to, Zeph. 1°% but we cannot be sure
that there is any connexion between the passages, or that the
custom is the same in the two cases. Various threshold cere-
monies are cited by Schm. p. 132.

1. On the location of Ashdod, Robinson, B&2. 1I. p. 33; GASmith, Gegg.3
p- 192. — 3. 3] elsewhere of setting upright as Gen. 30% Jd. 847, It seems
to imply that worship was to be offered to the captive God as well as to
Dagon. —8. nmanoz] is lacking in €88, which, however, reads xal elojAJor els
olkor Aaydw, xal eldo» lacking in 3). Probably & is right in both respects,
the nmneo can be spared here though it is needed in v.t, —%p;] the participle
describes the state of the idol. — 3~] would mean éefore #2, which is super-
fluous. M99y should be restored, following & (We). —wpn] xal fyepay
& points to 1w+, which alone is in place.—1'om] «xal xarésrnoar &
indicates .13'3%, which, however, would scarcely be followed by ywpz-. At
the end of the verse &AB | add a sentence taken from v.%, but which here
interrupts the sequence.—4. w>»"] & seems to have read wwva v A,
adopted by Bu. But the wording in & may be due simply to free transla-
tion. — ™5~] should doubtless be 15=%y as above.— v p] *Ahy H pdxis
Aaydv &: Dagon solus truncus L. The emendation 3 for (v is due to
Lagarde, Prophetae Chald. p.li. T has 7on and & v noza; and Ew,
G V78 11. p. 586 (English Trans. I1. p. 415), had alteady proposed to insert
m1 or 2 before P We. suggests w1, which does not seem natural
without some explanation. — 5. At the end of the verse & adds: 37¢ drepBal-
vorres UrxepBalvovary. We. admits that this is correct description, but re
fuses to admit the words to the text, because we cannot account for their
omission. To which the obvious reply is, that the archetype of 3 was evi-
dently illegible in many places and so very possibly here.

To the references concerning Dagon given above may be added Scholz,
Giotzendienst und Zauberwesen bei den allen Hebriern, Regensburg, 1877,
PP- 238-244. His endeavour to identify Dagon with various fish-gods should,
however, be viewed with reserve.

6-12. A plague breaks out in the city and follows the Ark
wherever it is carried. — 6. And the hand of Yahweh was heavy
on the Ashdodiles] a phrase elsewhere used of oppression by a
ruling caste or people, Jd. 1¥. And ke wasted them] in Hos. 2"
the same verb is used for destroying the vines and fig trees ; and
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smote them with tumours] we can hardly go astray in seeing a
description of the bubonic plague. The same word is used
Dt. 287 in connexion with tke boil of Egypt, cf. Driver, Dt., p. 310.
At the end of the verse 3 adds epexegetically Askdod and her
borders, probably a late insertion. — 7. Le# not the Ark of the God
of Israel remain with us, for his hand is severe upon us) cf. the
hand of a severe master, Is. 19*.—8. A council of the Tyrants of
the Philistines is held. These officers bear a special title.
Whether they were kings (as Jeremiah calls them, 25%) or more
like the Suffetes of the Carthaginians cannot now be determined.
It does not appear that Achish, king of Gath, was also a Seren.
The conclusion: Zo Gath let the Ark of Israel go around] Gath,
one of the chief cities of the Philistines, cannot now be identified.
—9. But when the Ark was brought to Gath tke kand of Yahweh
was heavy upon them, and he smote the men of the city both small
and great, and tumours broke out upon them] the rendering of the
last clause is conjectural only, as the verb used occurs only here.
But it is evident that the plague is the same as the one described
above.—10. The Ark is next sent to Ekron, but the people cry
out at its coming ; They have brought the Ark of the God of Israel
to me to slay me and my people] the pronouns represent the speech
of each individual man. For Ekron & has Ashkelon in this verse.
Ekron was nearest of the Philistine cities to the land of Israel.—
11. Another council of the chiefs is called, and the people pray :
Send away the Ark of the God of Israel that it may return to its
place] only thus can they hope to escape extermination. The
author adds in explanation: For Ziere was a deadly panic] the
word is used of the tumult of a routed army, Dt. 7%, Is. 225, 8
adds: the hand of God was exceeding heavy there, but & asserts
that the panic was violent when the Ark of God came there. Pos-
sibly both forms are later expansions of the text. —12. The tumult
was caused not merely by fear of death, but by actual suffering:
The men who did not die were smitlen with tumours, and the cry
of the city went up to heaven] cf. Ex. 25,

8. o%pya] The word o%py occurs only in this passage and in Dt, 287,
though the singular occurs as a proper name %py. The root seems to mean
¢o swell, and so the word would appropriately be used of any tumour or boil.
In later Hebrew it seems to have been applied only to hzmorrhoids, and to
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have become a vulgar word. No other reason can be given for the Massoretic
substitution of 3“7 in the Qré, than that the latter was a more decent name
for the same affliction. The copies of @& show much variation xal é¢éfecer adrots
els Tas »ads B: xal éiéBpacar els ds vads adrdr L. The ships seem out of place
here, so that we are unable to accept this reading. @&U has, along with the
rendering just quoted: xal éwrdrater alrods els rds &pas avrd», which shows
the earliest meaning given to 0vop-, cf. W ef percussit in secretiori parte
natium. Josephus has the same idea when he says: “they died of dysentery,
a sore discase and one that brought the most painful death; before their soul
could be released by an easy death they brought up their -bowels eaten away
and destroyed by the disease.” The same interpretation of 290y may have
been in the mind of the author of Ps. 78%; cf. also @B in its rendering of Dt.
284 els Ty &par. Whether »ads in the passage before us (@) is equivalent
to #pa, as supposed by Schleusner, must be decided by a Greek scholar.—
Mo oxeor] is evidently superfluous, and, as it is not rendered by
@, we may safcly omit it.

@ in its turn has an addition: xal uéoor ris xdpds abriis dvepincar uves -
xal éyévero atvxvois Bardrov ueyd\n év 7§ xéAei. The mention of mice here
is consistently carried on by similar additions in v.1° (lacking in &L but con-
firmed by [) and in 61. In 641118 the mice appear also in 3. It is evident
that we must choose one consistent recension — either adopting & throughout
or else striking out the mice altogether. In favour of the latter alternative is
the general rule that the shorter text is more likely to be original; secondly,
the text of 3 reads with perfect smoothness up to the point where the golden
mice are first mentioned, and where they are mentioned they read like inter-
polations; and thirdly, the explicit assertion in 6t one plague was upon you all,
could not have been made in this form if the author had known that two
plagues had been sent. I conclude on these grounds that the mice, wherever
they appear, are the result of late redactional insertion.—7. Mo ] seems to
be a mistake for yox». The phrase “xv>v ok pw is appropriate in the
mouth of the Philistines, as has been remarked above.—8. %>] is lacking in &.
— 0] is evidently the native name, Jos. 133 Jd. 3%. Conjectures as to their
powers are found in Stark, Gasa, p. 136 fl. — 1] cf. GAS., Geog. p. 194 f.—
30°] We also speak colloquially of coming around to a place even where no cir-
cuit is necessary. @ adds els I'é86a at the end of the verse. —9. 1& 1307 “nx]
& seems to have read 13070 3% or 1k 307 NN, but the construction of 3 is
not without analogies. —wo A% np¥d w3 mA=w nm] is confused, and
Kl. (followed by Bu.) proposes to omit ma v. It seems to me more prob-
able that the words w3 A% 22 are secondary. The panic is here prema-
ture. —1o1] the verb is found only here. The corresponding Arabic
word means / have a cracked eyelid. —10. It has already been pointed out
that the verse is possibly an intruder.—n3py] on the site, cf. Robinson,
BA2. 11. 228; GAS. Geog. p. 193; Buhl, Geog. p. 187.—1307] 7l dreorpé-
yare @& is more animated, and perhaps original. —11. 3on] & points 37
For mo‘novio @ has only nowp and is perhaps right, for a death-dealing

.
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panic would hardly be accurate — ™ might arise from duplication of the
two letters just preceding.— n135] is abruptly introduced; we should expect
735M or "> 2. & omits 1 and connects 13> with aowic.  For the rest
of the verse, also, & has a different reading: &s elofjAOer xiBwrds Beod *Iop.
éxei. This may have arisen by the corruption of v KD 7735 into px Xa3, or.
the reverse may have taken place. But the sense is complete at ~yn without
either of the additions.—18. This verse joins very well on to the preceding
in the shorter form that has been suggested. For x> azx oyoivm: xal ol
$@vres kal olx dxofardyres &. — 2v2n] noown 17 codd. (DeR.).

VI. 1-VII. 1. The return of the Ark. — The Philistines after
taking council as to the proper method, send the Ark back to its
own country with a votive offering. The returning palladium is
received at Beth Shemesh, but there also works disaster. Itis
therefore transferred to Kirjath Jearim, where it finds a resting
place. :

The section is evidently connected with what precedes. But it
is possible that we have not the complete narrative. We look for
the conclusion of the account concerning Ekron (or Gath, if Ekron
is not original), but instead are simply told how long the Ark was
in the fie/d of the Philistines. The actors who consult the necro-
mancers here are not the Tyrants who had been called to help the
Ekronites, but the people as a whole. While therefore we con-
cede the coherence of the narrative in its general features, we
must admit that these differences point to its composite nature.
With them coincides the change from the hand of God 5%, to the
Ark of Yahweh, 6.

1. Zhe Ark of Yahweh was in the field of the Philistines] David
dwelt in the ficld of the Philistines while in possession of Ziklag
27" 1, so that we cannot here claim #ie field as the open country
in distinction from the cities, cf. Jd. 5*. At the end of the verse
B adds: and their land swarmed with mice, which is adopted by
Bu. as a part of the text. Reasons against this have been given
above.—2. The Philistines seek advice from the priests and the
diviners] who, as conversant with divine things, would know how
to placate the offended deity. The diviners are elsewhere coupled
with the soothsayers or the prophets, Is. 3% Jer. 27° 29". Balaam
is called a diviner Jos. 13%. Micah speaks of the priests as grving
an oracle, and the prophets as drvining (3"). In Arabic also the
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kahin (the same word is in Hebrew the priest) is a diviner. 7wl

us with what we shall send it to its place] the demand shows that

they expect to offer a present of some kind. —8. The reply em-

phasizes the need of the trespass offering: If ye are sending the

Ark away] the participle treats the future action as already begun

in the intention of the actors, cf. Jer. 314 Is. 65Y.  You must not
send it away empty] the phrase is elsewhere used of sending one

away with empty hands, Job 22° Gen. 31% Dt. 15, What is

meant is at once explained : for you shall surely repay him a repa-

ration] the verb is used of giving back or taking back what has

been wrongfully taken away, Gen. 14 20" 2 S. 9. The transi-

tion is easy to the requiting of a wrong either by punishment,

Jd. 9%, or by reparation, Ex. 21%. The endeavour of the Philistines

is to recompens&Yahweh for the wrong done him. The remainder

of the verse as it stands in ¥ says : #ken you shall be healed and it
shall be known to you why his hand does not turn from you] which

must be interpreted as meaning that the hand of Yahweh would

be heavy upon them so long as they refused this acknowledgment.

But the text may not be sound. To the question as to the nature
of the required present the answer is: the number of the Tyrants

of the Philistines, five golden tumours, for one plague was upon you

and your Tyrants] the bearing of this upon the question of the

mice which are here introduced (as go/den mice) by 3 has already

been noted. It should be remarked that Budde, who is large--
hearted enough to admit the mice in v.}, finds it impossible to

retain them here. In fact, they and the tumours cannot both have

been original in this place. They are, besides, lacking in &.

The ingenious hypothesi; of Hitzig should be noticed: that the mice were
symbols of the pestilence, so that the votive offerings were five golden mice
simply, and the misunderstanding of this led to the confusion in the text.
Wellhausen came to the same conclusion independently of Hitzig. There
seems to be no Hebrew analogy to strengthen this supposition, and it seems

pretty certain that if the earliest author of this account had known of the
assumed symbolism he would have indicated it in some way.

5. And you shall [thus] give glory to the God of Israel] recog-
nizing his power as God, Jer. 13", Perchance he will lighten his
hand] which had been heavy upon them. The first half of the
verse, which duplicates the preceding verse, is best omitted. —
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6. The priests exhort the Philistines not to be obstinate in their
opposition to Yahweh, putting their exhortation in the form of
rhetorical questions : Why will you harden your hearts] after the
manner of the Egyptians, who furnish a frightful example: lit.
make your hearts heavy. The same verb is used Ex. 8% ¢* (]).
Was it not after he made sport of them that they let them go 7] the
subject of the first verb is Yahweh, cf. Ex. 10* (J).—7. Instruc-
tions as to the proper way of sending the Ark back to its people.
A new cart should be made, for one that had been used would
have been already profaned. The animals to draw the cart were
to be two milch cows upon which the yoke had not come] they
were to be unbroken, for the same reason that the cart must be
new, Th. calls attention to the fact that the red Aeifer must be
one that had never been yoked, Num. 1¢% and cites from Ovid :
nullum passa jugum. In order to test the will of Yahweh the
cows were to be yoked to the cart, but you shall leave their calves
behind them in the house] so that the natural inclination of the
mothers would keep them from going away. —8. They are to
place the Ark on the cart: and the golden objects which you shall
have repaid him as a reparation] the construction shows that the
matter, being determined upon, is certain to be done — you skall
place in a box at its side] the word translated dox occurs only in
this account. — 9. The behaviour of the cattle would show
whether Yahweh wished to return to his own land: f i# goes on
the way to its own border, to Beth Shemesh, then he has done us
this great harm] the identification of Yahweh and the Ark is com-
plete and we might equally well translate : Jf ke goes on his way
to his own border, etc. But if not, then ‘we shall know that it
was not his hand that smote us — it was an accident that came to
us] the way is left open in case the behaviour of the Ark should
not be what they expect. Beth Shemesh was probably the nearest
Israelite town to Ekron. It was counted to Judah, 2 K. 14"
Jos. 15", and lay on one of the natural roads from the Shephela to
the hill country.

1. After o' xal éélecer % v alrd» udas &.—$8. On the kind of divina-
tion practised by the top we have light in Ezek. 21%. Cf. also Stade, GVZ/. 1.
P- 505; Wellhausen, Skissen, III. p. 126f.; Driver on Dt. 180, — uywn] with
two syllables written defective to prevent the accumulation of vowel letters. —
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np3] on the pointing Ges®, § 1024 —8. onbwp] we should add o~x with 7
MSS. 6% (Dr.). — o] the meaning of the word seems sufficiently evident
from the examples given above. We may add Gen. 26!, where Abimelech
says that Isaac had nearly brought upon him a fine. In the legal system the
trespass-offering is an endeavour to compensate Yahweh for infringement of
his rights, cf. BDB. 5. z. 2¥%.— mp~-] as the priests were not yet certain that
Yahweh was the sender of the plague (cf. vs.?) the assurance seems premature
that they should be healed. One is tempted to read w17 or una-=. For 05 yn,
& renders xal é§i\agbfoeras duiv and then reads the rest as a question: why
should not his hand turn from you? This is favoured by the tense of the
verb. But the probability does not seem sufficient to establish the reading of
@& rather than 3).—4. 371 “op3] 371 v25y nrcm which is added by ), is lacking
in @ and therefore suspicious, — 3%5%] some MSS. 33%3%: &S represent simply
o5%. —b. The half verse (down to paxn) duplicates the preceding verse and is
therefore superfluous. The sense is perfectly good without it, and part of it
is lacking in &. We. regards it as a gloss. — >xv>» voxr ] 7¢ Kupip & may be
original, having been changed so as not to have the most sacred name in the
mouth of the uncircumcised. —8. Y97-n] the verb in this stem seems to mean
Ae amused himself with another, ot at the expense of another. Saul fears that
the Philistines will amuse themselves by torturing him, 314, cf. Jer. 381 The
anthropomorphism need cause no surprise in view of such a passage as Ps. 2¢. —
7. w3 wnp] does not seem to occur elsewhere without designation of the mate-
rial. — A%;] as the vehicle had two wheels, the word is properly rendered cart.
The word is used Gen. 451%, where it designates the ¢ wagon’ used for the trans-
port of persons, and Num. 7% where it designates the vehicle on which the vari-
ous parts of the Tabernacle (though not the most sacred) are to be carried. It
recurs in the account of the transfer of the Ark to Jerusalem in the time of
David. According to Erman (Life in Ancient Egypt, p. 491) the word was
adopted in Egyptian as the name of the baggage wagon (or cart) drawn by oxen,
in distinction from the cAariot drawn by horses.— ~1by] is the participle of »p
to give suck, cf. Is. 4011, —0x] the verb is used of harnessing to the chariot,
Gen. 467 2 K. 9?1. — 121 is used of the young of animals, Job 39% and elsewhere.
— am3a] the house of the family is also the home of the cattle. —8. 5x] is so
evidently a mistake for "x that we wonder at any one’s making it. The inter-
change is frequent in precisely those books which have a badly transmitted text,
so that it is to be attributed to careless scribes rather than to the authors. It
is in fact difficult to believe that the two words could be confused, so long as
Hebrew was a living language. Cf. BDB. s. v., nofe 2. — 5] is a word of very
wide meaning; implements, instruments, vessels, ornaments are all included
under it. —=r3»-] the perfect indicates that in intention they have already
given the recompense. — 11x2] pointed with the article, which, however, may
mean no more than z4e box which was necessary for the purpose. On the other
hand, the punctuators may have supposed the 13 a necessary part of every cart.
The word is generally taken to mean dox or chest, though some suppose a bag
intended. Bochart makes it a Philistine word, Hierozoicon, I1. 36, The versions

AX
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evillently have no more light than we, &B ¢» éuare Bepex6d», where the last
word is probably an attempt to transfer the Hebrew word, é» §éuar: being the
translation, Oéua represents 73, in Lev. 24% and clsewhere, and something
might be said in favour of setting the votive offerings in a row by the side of the
Ark. But the evidence is not sufficient to assure us of a variant reading here.
& xo1an3 evidently has the root 117 in mind and makes the sense pus them in
reverence by its side, for which some might argue. But if the author wished to
give a warning of this kind he would connect it with the handling of the Ark,
not with the votive offerings alone. It should be noted that the word 12 occurs
in vs.,11-18 both of which are late insertions into the narrative, — 1wr] the Torah
roll was also to be put 8y ke side of the Ark, Dt. 318, — 9. V131 ] in the
direction of his own territory, cf. Ex. 1317 Num. 218 1 S, 1318, On the site
of Beth Shemesh, the modern Ain Skems, cf. GAS. Geog. p. 219, Lagarde,
0S. p. 237; Rob. BA3, 1. p. 233 1.

10. The advice adopted ; the cart is made and the kine are
yoked. —11. And they placed the Ark of Yahweh on the cart)
the rest of the verse seems to be a late insertion. The variations
in the text of & show that different attempts were made to con-
form its text to 3. The interest of the original narrator is in the
behaviour of the cattle, and he passes over the subordinate mat-
ters. —12. And the kine took a straight course on the Beth She-
mesh road; in the highway they went, lowing as they went, and
did not turn to the right hand or the kft] the apparent redun-
dancy is due to the author's desire to make the miracle plain.
The lowing of the kine shows their natural desire to return to
their calves. The Tyrants followed as far as the Beth Shemesh
line. —13. At this time the people of Beth Shemesh were
engaged in harvesting the wheat in the valley up which the Ark
came. At such times the whole village goes forth to the field.
They lifted up their eyes and saw] a form of detailed description
common in Hebrew. And came rejoicing to meet it should be
read with &. —14. The Ark came % the field of Joshua the Beth-
shemshite and stood still] this is an important item, as the stop-
ping indicated the will of Yahweh as to his abiding place. For
the next clause we should probably read: and they set there a
great stone] as an altar, and they split the wood of the cart and
offered the kine as a burnt-offering to Yahwek] an appropriate
welcome. Araunah also offers the implements of the oxen for
wood, and the oxen themselves as sacrifices, 2 S. 24®. —15. The
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verse is superfluous, ! joins directly to . The Ark has already
been lifted from the cart — this we know because the cart has been
burnt. The burnt offering has been offered. The only reason for
the verse is found in the mention of the Levites. A late editor or
scribe could not reconcile the free handling of the Ark by the
men of Beth Shemesh with the legal prescription, and therefore
inserted the Levites. These are utterly foreign to our whole nar-
rative up to this point. Yet they alone (on the later theory) were
empowered to touch the sacred things, not only the Ark but the
chest and its contents. Hence the insertion. It is possible also
that the author did not like the great sfone, and so made it in this
verse only the pedestal for the Ark. —18. The five Tyrants
having seen their object attained returned to Ekron the same day,
—17. The verse (with ™) is another late insertion, a recapit-
ulation after the method of the Priestcode and the Chronicler.
It is free with its gold, according to the precedent set by these
writers, for it is doubtful whether the original author contem-
plated golden mice for all the cities, towns, and hamlets of the
Philistines. — 18. The first half should be omitted with the pre-
ceding verse. The rest seems to affirm: Witness is the great
stone by which they set the Ark of Yahweh,; lo the present day it is
in the field of Jeshua the Beth-shemshite] other memorial stones,
Gen. 31% Jos. 247,

11. 5x] for b as so often. — 373 . . . 1w nw] the half verse is not
objectionable on the ground of Hebrew style as is shown by Dr., Aofes. But
comparison of the copies of & shows so many variations, in the words and in
their arrangement, that we must suppose the original & to have been supple-
mented in various ways to bring it into harmony with 3. o™ m in the text
is also an indication of interpolation, for the original narrative has 2"9p; as the
name of the plague; though some MSS. here conform to the usage elsewhere,
reading 3707 in the X7 We. strikes out all but 11vxn nwy; Bu. remands the
whole to the margin.—18. The construction is not free from difficulty, —
A3v2n] older form of the third person feminine plural, Ges®, § 47 #; Bottcher
sees in it a dual, Lekrduck, § 931 B. The form is Qal with assimilation of the ».
This stem, however, means 4 be straight or to be right, whereas to gv in a
straight patk is expressed in Hebrew by a Piel or Hiphil, Prov. 918 1531, It
does not seem violent therefore to change here to n1vw:, though analogous
verbs are followed by the direct object or by the infinitive with 5, cf. Ex, 8%
2 S. 151, Possibly 9973 is an error for 1371 which we expect. — rnr abo23]
the one highway implies that various others were within reach. A nb0p is a
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road made by throwing up the earth. —yn 15n] the adverbial clause describ-
ing continuous action, Gen. 8° 12° Jos. 6° 2 S, 3'%. —18. wow n'3 is here put
for the inhabitants and followed by the plural, cf. Hos. 58 nn nva yvan —
WM 072y~R wom] the phrase occurs in the Hexateuch several times, always
in JE, but in both J and E, ¢g., Gen. 13114 (J) 31112 (E), also in Jd. 1917
(assigned to J) 2 S. 18% Jer, 33 13 Is. 49'® 60% Zech. 5i-5, The prophetic
passages are all in the imperative, in which the detailed expression is easily
accounted for. — %] els dwdrrnar adriis & points to \nrspb which should
be restored, cf. Jd. 198 (We.).—14. oen o® “opm)] xal ¥ornoar éxel wap
adry @B evidently renders npy ow vwopw. It is not impossible that the
original had both verbs: i stayed and they placed there by it = yvryn “oym
oy ow, and that one verb dropped from one recension and the other from
the other—or is o®n o> an original o> won which became illegible? —
m5m1 jar] it is conjectured by Bu. that the stone was set up as a magcebak.
But the immediate context favours an altar. The proximity of the Ark and

the necessity of offering sacrifices in its honour argue for an altar. Doubtless

a maggeba would be set up as soon as the dwelling of Yahweh should be
arranged. A case strictly parallel does not occur. Jacob’s stone was a
maggeba according to E (Gen. 2818-23), but it was destined to mark a per-
manent sanctuary, and the same is true of the magseba in Gilead, Gen, 314
(E). A memorial stone was raised by Joshua, 24%f, and the same was
done by Samuel at Ebenezer according to a late passage, 1 S. 713, Saul’s
altar, 14%, is more like the account in our text than any other mention of a
stone. Various heaps of stones are mentioned as memorials, but present no
close resemblance, at least in the recension of the Old Testament which is in
our hands. —18. The glossatory character of the verse is pointed out by We.
—bx] 16 MSS. have 57 which alone is in place. —17. ] is evidence of
interpolation, as already shown. —18. & <] makes no sense. The meadow
(if it were allowable to translate so) in which the Ark rested could not be one
of the villages of the Philistines. For “ax read jan, with @&, and point the
other word 77 as was first suggested by We. The emendation is accepted by
80 valiant a defender of the traditional text as Keil. The insertion of the
article before 138 seems to be unnecessary,

19. The verse affirms that Yahweh smote some of the people.
The received text seems to give as a reason that ey looked upon
the Ark. There is, however, no other indication that this author
thought it sinful to look upon the Ark. Had he thought so, he
would have shown what precautions were taken by the Israelites
before the battle to prevent this profanation, and would for this
cause have aggravated the plague sent upon the Philistines. &
has a whole clause which has fallen out of 3§ and which relieves
the difficulty : Zhe sons of Jeconiak did not rejoice with the men
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of Beth Shemesh when they looked upon the Ark of Yahwek] by
adopting this we avoid the awkward repetition of the word trans-
lated and he smote, which in 3 comes at the beginning of the
verse, as well as at the beginning of the next clause: And ke
smote among them sevenly men] the anger of Yahweh was not
always easy to account for. Such an occasion for it as the
indifference of the sons of Jeconiah is not stranger than some
others of which we have a record. To the sevensy men, the
present text adds ungrammatically ff#y thousand men — doubtless
a gloss. The various attempts to explain the words scarcely
deserve attention. The oldest is that of the Targum, which
renders seventy men of the elders and fifty thousand of the con-
gregation.  Kimchi represents the traditional interpretation to
be seventy men, of the worth of fifty thousand. Kimchi’'s own
theory is that asyndetically the expression means simply fifty thou-
sand and seventy men.—20. The people ask two questions, the
first indicative of their fear —who is able to stand before Yahweh
this koly God? The holiness of Yahweh is his apartness from the
world. This makes it impossible to approach him except after
special ceremonial preparation, and his displeasure is fatal to
those who approach him without that preparation (consecration).
The question of the Beth-Shemshites shows their despair of meet-
ing Yahweh’s requirements. They regard his presence as a con-
stant source of danger to them. ‘The second question is a prac-
tical one: 70 whom shall he go up from us 7] the verb indicates
that some place in the hill country was to bhe chosen. —21. The
place chosen is Kirjath Jearim. The name evidently means City
of Thickets. 1t is mentioned in Jos. 15° where it is identified
with Baalah ; in Jos. 15% it is called Kirjath Baal, cf. 18". Euse-
bius * places it ten (or nine) miles from Jerusalem on the road to
Lydda. It is not yet certainly identified with any existing site.
Probably the name Kirjath Baal indicates that the town was
already a sanctuary. On this account the men of Beth Shemesh
chose it as the place of the Ark, and the people of Kirjath Jearim
found it natural that they should have such an offer made them.
— VIL. 1. They therefore came and brought up the Ark, and

* 0S. 234, 95 and 271, 40.
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brought it to the house of Abinadab] of whom we know nothing
further. The house was situated on #he Aill on which the town
was built. To provide an appropriate attendant, #iey consecrated
Eleazar his son to keep the Ark] nothing is said of his belonging
to the priestly family or tribe.

19. m] anticipates unpleasantly the next clause: xal o0k Houémaar ol viol
‘Iexoviov &. As the Greek verb does not occur elsewhere in the Old Testa-
ment, we are left to surmise its original. Kl.’s conjecture > 3 v\ 8% is
probably correct (adopted by Bu.), cf. Ex. 18° Ps. 217. — 5y3] should be cor-
rected to 913 with &. — »'x §%x ovwen] the words are a late insertion, appar-
ently unknown to Josephus, and recognized as a gloss by Keil. Whether
they were a marginal note, intended to remind the reader of the later plague
(2 S. 24) where seventy thousand fell, cannot be determined. — 12axn%)
Gen, 37% Ex. 33* (E). a5 730 n3n occurs Jos. 10 Jd. 1188 (also ascribed
to E). —20. On the idea of holiness, cf. WRSmith, Religion of the Semites,
p. 135, Smend, Alttestamentlicke Religionsgeschichte, p. 333, Duhm’s Commen-
tary on Isaiak, 1%.—21. On the site of Kirjath Jearim, Moore on Jd. 1813,
GAS. Geog. p. 226. The essay of Poels, Le Sanctuaire de Kisjath-Jearim
(Louvain, 1894), is a harmonistic attempt to identify Kirjath Jearim, Gibeon,
Gibeah, and Mizpah, and so to show that the law of a single sanctuary was in
force in the time of Samuel.

VII. 2-17. Samuel delivers the people. — During the time of
the sojourn of the Ark at Kirjath Jearim, Samuel turns the atten-
tion of the people to the need of repentance. At his exhortation
they put away the strange gods. A great assembly is called at
Mizpah, where the people openly confess their sins. The Philis-
tines take occasion to invade the country, but at Samuel’s prayer
Yahweh interferes and throws them into confusion; so they
become an easy prey to Israel. The victory, which is commem-
orated by a memorial stone, is so complete that the Philistines do
not invade the country again all the days of Samuel. Samuel is
established as supreme magistrate cf the people.

The contradiction between the statements here made and what
we know of the actual history is complete. The conquests of
Saul and David are here attributed to Samuel, who occupies the
position of the theocratic ruler — comparable only to Moses. The
author’s theory of history is like that of the Deuteronomistic
editor of the Book of Judges —if possible more mechanical than
his. The people are enslaved because they have worshipped

Ao
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strange gods. No sooner do they return to Yahweh than he
returns to them and delivers them. The deliverance is accom-
plished by a miraculous intervention. No human warrior (like
the Judges) is needed. For this reason we may assume that the
section is even later than the pragmatic framework of the Book of
Judges. That it is later than the preceding chapters of the life of
Samuel seems evident. The call of Samuel, at any rate, is
designed to establish him as a prophet rather than as judge and
ruler. That this chapter was composed with a view to what pre-
cedes seems, however, plain enough; and equally plain that it
was originally designed to ignore Saul altogether.

In Jer. 15! we find Yahweh saying: ¢“Though Moses and Samuel should
stand before me, my soul would not be towards this people.” Co. (Ein/3. p.
99) argues that Jeremiah has our present account in mind and the reasoning
is adopted by Bu. (RKS. p. 178) and Dr. (LO78. p. 178). The codrdination
of Moses and Samuel is undoubtedly striking. But Jeremiah’s conception of
them seems to be that they were prophets like himself —for it is his own
intercession which is rejected and the rejection justified by the mention of his
predecessors. The passage does not prove more than the existence of a tradi-
tion of Samuel’s prophetic activity. The present narrative seems to represent
a more advanced stage of theocratic theory.

2. The intention of the verse is evidently to say that from the
time of the Ark’s return the people received a new impulse.
Unfortunately the main verb is obscure and probably corrupt.
We should probably read : From the day the Ark dwelt at Kirjath
Jearim all the house of Israel turned after Yahwekh] the inserted
clause : the days were many and became twenty years is probably
secondary. — 3. If with all your heart] the clause is put first for
emphasis. The passages in which it occurs are comparatively late,
Dt. 11" 13* Jos. 22° 1 Sam. 12™ Jer. 29™ Joel 2'. You are [now]
returning to Yahwekh] the expression betrays the same conception
which is contained in the phrase s/range gods which follows, cf. Dt.
31" Jer. 5% Jos. 24®.  The Ashtaroth seem an afterthought here,
as in some other passages. The word is the plural of the name
which in the Old Testament is vocalized (probably wrongly) as
Ashtoreth. The well-known goddess of the Canaanites (properly
Astarte) is elsewhere associtted with Baal. An Astarte of the
Philistines is mentioned 1 Sam. 31" And prepare your heart
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towards Yahwek your God] a late formula, 2 Chr. 12¥ 20%® 30"
Ezr. 7°.  And serve him] that is worship him, in this sense the
word is Deuteronomic. Zhat he may deliver you] the form of
the verb indicates that this is the purpose of the preceding imper-
atives. — 4. The preaching is effectual : Zhe Sons of Israel put
away the Baals] the word is used as equivalent to the foreign
gods above.—b. Samuel announces a general assembly at Afiz-
pak] doubtless the same place afterwards occupied by Gedaliah
as the capital of the country, Jer. 40. It is identified, since Rob-
inson, with Veby Samwil, a prominent hill five miles north of Jeru-
salem. The place is a sanctuary (or #e sanctuary) also in Jd.
20'.—6. The assembly engages in public expression of sorrow
for sin: ZThey drew water and poured it before Yahweh] a rite
not elsewhere mentioned. It must be symbolical of contrition.
Fasting, which is the second observance mentioned, is elsewhere
expressive of sorrow. We have sinned in relation to Yahweh] Dt.
1Y Jd. 10" That Samuel judged the people in Mizpah is prob-
ably to be taken in the sense in which other rulers are said to
judge. He heard the cause of the oppressed and secured their
rights.

8. M oy vam o 13 m] the only way we can fit the words into
the present text is by making them a parenthesis, and even then it is more
natural to say ‘137 oo, It seems that the whole sentence is a gloss,
not merely M o2y vam (Bu.). Possibly, however, it is a corruption of
something which cannot now be recovered. &L é» eipfirpis confirmed by |, and
may point to some statement about Shiloh.—w] gives no suitable mean-
ing. The verb means f lament for the dead, Mic. 28 Ez. 3215, Baut the return
of Yahweh could not be an occasion for such mourning. @&AB has éxréSheyer,
BL xal éxéorpefe, both which point to wom. & conjectures only, as is shown
by Dr., and S seem to have read wum (Cappel, Critica Sacra, p. 364). It
seems best, with Ew., Bu., to adopt the reading of @&.—8. 0333%-%33-0r]
the phrase occurs in D frequently, usually with the addition of wp) 5330, On
the literary usage which shows 33% (not 3%) to be the form characteristic of
E, D, and Deuteronomistic editors, cf. BDB,, 5. z. — 2211 *a%&~n& 1'dn] the
phrase occurs Gen. 352 Jos. 243 Jd. 10, all which are assigned to E2 by
recent editors, cf. also 2 Chr. 3318, — 310 %% are gods of foreign countries,
like 3% 33 men of foreign countries.—4. ©opan] cf. Jd. 2113, where
also the Baals and Astartes are the gods and goddesses of the heathen, see
Moore’s note. On Baal, Baudissin in PRE3. 1I. p. 323 ff., WRS,, Rel. Sem.
p-92fl. The god and goddess are mentioned together by Eshmunazar in his
inscription, L. 18. On Astarte, Baudissin, PRZ3. II. p. 147 ff,, and of the
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older literature, Selden, De Diis Syris, 11. 2.— 5. nnpson] the name, which
means e watckhtower, generally has the article. On the identification, cf.
Robinson, BA3, 1. p. 460, Buhl, Gegg. p. 168. —8. wo2v] & adds om ke
ground. Such phrases are easily inserted, and therefore suspicious. —27]
lacking in @% must be exscinded for the same reason.

9. The Philistines heard that Israel had assembled] the oppor-
tunity for plundering an unwarlike company was not to be lost.
Josephus correctly understands that the people had come without
arms.—=8. Israel has recourse to spiritual weapons: Do not? be
silent, so as not to cry to Yahweh thy God] cf. Ps. 28' Job 13%;
thy God & seems more appropriate than our God ¥. Several
MSS. of & add at the end of the verse: And Samuel said : Far
be it from me to refrain from crying to Yahweh my God for you.
—9. In his worship Samuel w0k a sucking lambd] no emphasis
is to be laid (as some have supposed) on the comparative insig-
nificance of the offering. A lamb of the first year is enjoined as
the regular burnt offering in Ex. 29®® Lev. 23" Num. 6. And
offered it as a whole burnt offering to Yahweh] the burnt offering
is the present with which one approaches the divine king. To
Samuel’s prayer, Yahweh answers by audible voice, as is more
fully set forth in the next verse, cf. Ex. 19'. —10. While Samuel
was engaged in offering the burnt offering, the Philistines advanced
to the attack. Bw? Yakweh thundered with a great voice that day
against the Philistines and routed them] cf. Jd. 4* and its poetical
parallel, 5™ . In the present passage the interference of Yahweh
is so pronounced that the rout begins before any active effort is
made by Israel. At the battle of Bethhoron, where Yahweh routed
the Canaanites by casting great stones from heaven upon them
(Jos. 10"), the Israelites were an armed force, as they were at
the Kishon. The interference of Yahweh for his people by
thunder and lightning is a not uncommon feature of poetic the-
ophanies, 2 S. 22" 1 S. 2 Is. 66%. Cf. also Ps. 68* 77"°. —11. The
people had only to pursue the flying foe, which they did #// éelow
Beth Car] the place is nowhere else mentioned, and the text
has possibly suffered. —12. A memorial stone is set up befween
Mizpak and Yeshana] see the note on 6. The name Yeshana
here is restored from & and &. The name in 3§ is probably cor-
rupt. What follows in 3§ makes, further, a double difficulty, for
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it says simply: Hitherto has Yahwek helped us, whereas it was
not only to this point that Yahweh had helped them, but beyond
it ; and, moreover, there is no declaration concerning the object
of setting up the stone. Conjectural emendation gives us: Z%ss
is a witness that Yahweh has helped us, which alone is appropriate
in the context. —13. The Philistines were subdued and came no
more into the border of Israel] the extravagance of the statement
is evident. —14. 7The cifies whick the Philistines had taken from
Israel were restored, from Ekron to Gath] these two were nearest
the territory of Israel. The author evidently means to include®
Ekron and Gath in the list of those restored. Zke ferritory of
these was also recovered, and there was peace between Israel and
the Amorite] that is, the Canaanitish peoples. — Samuel’s reign
(as we may call it) lasted as long as he lived. —16. His custom
was to go about to the principal places, — Bethel, Gilgal, and
Mizpah, all known as sanctuaries,—and administer justice.—
17. He officiated also at Ramah, his home, and there he built an
altar to Yahweh] the author does not take the view of the Priest-
code as to the legitimacy of one sole altar. To the Deuteronomic
view the one legitimate sanctuary was not chosen until the time
of Solomon.

7. w3pnn] with pluperfect force.— 5n] is doubtless to be read or under- ~
stood as b, which is the proper word when a hostile attack is described. —
8. py] for the force of the preposition cf. his eyes were dim from seeing, i.e.,
s0 as not to see, Gen. 271. —9. 7] a rare and apparently late word, Is. 40!
652, — by is doubtless to be read, with the Qré. — 53] describes the burnt
offering as wholly consumed upon the altar, Dt. 331° Lev. 6181, —10. Sxwop »vm
abse] cf. the similar construction 2 K. 132 1987, — 357m] the verb is used of
¢ striking with panic terror’ (Moore on Jd. 41).—11. "> m3; T reads Betk
Skaron; & has Beth Yeshan as in v.13; Kl suggests Beth Horon.—13. 127]
the word is appropriate for a sharp rock or peak. In connection with Mizpah
we rather expect the name of a town, and this is given by &8 who read m>+~,
evidently the Benjamite town mentioned 2 Chr. 1319, This reading is adopted
by Graetz (Gesch. der Juden, 1. p. 157) followed by most recent expositors. —
M7v;] is not explicit enough, whether the min be taken of space or time.
Wellhausen seems first to have discovered that the first word must be +=. He
therefore restores »>x'1 3y, for which Bu. substitutes '3 10 2%y, which seems no
improvement. — 18. wom] cf. Jd. 3% 1188, — 3% 1y wor-xM] 15¥ Jd. 132,
—14. m3wm] there is no other instance of the active voice with cities as
the subject; perhaps we should read n332v™'which is favoured by &, cf.
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Jer. 2718. — From Ekron to Gath] &B has from Ashkelon to Asob. In Azob
We. sees an allusion to Zeph. 2¢. —15. vo»n] the allusion to the function of
the judge as described in the Book of Judges is palpable. This author de-
scribes the activity in detail in what follows. —16. 7>m] of customary action,
Dav., Syntax, § 54 R, 1.—123 "2 vv] is heavy, but is supported by Zech.
14!%, 233D is used of going about to various places in order, 2 Chr. 17% —-
‘m 53 nx Swnzv-nin] s tautological. It is probable that the scribe had in min:
the Swv==nn of the verse below and inserted it here. —mowzn] & bad
© 2o, which may possibly be original (Cappel, Nofae Criticae, p. 434). —
17. vp>»] the pausal form secms unexplained, Ges®. § 297, note.

VIII. The demand for a king. — In Samuel’s old age he
makes his sons judges, but they do not follow his example in
their administration of the office. The people thereupon demand
aking. The demand is offensive to Samuel and also to Yahweh,
who describes it as rebellion against him and as in line with the
people’s customary depravity. Withoat hope of converting them,
but as a testimony against their folly, Samuel describes the man-
ner in which the king is likely to carry on his office. As was
expected, the people persist in their demand, and Samuel is com-
manded to accede to it. The account as it now stands concludes

"with the dismission of the people, but was originally continued by

the choice of a king by lot as now read in 10"-7.

The section is homogeneous down to # and directly continues
the preceding account. It is also of late date. In fact, it is
hardly conceivable that the conception of the monarchy as essen-
tially evil and in itself a revolt from the theocracy could- have
arisen before the fall of Jerusalem. For, however bad the indi-
vidual kings of the house of David might be, there was always a
hope (well illustrated by Isaiah) that the ideal government would
come to view in the reign of a righteous king. The phrase
manner of the kingdom used in this passage has reminded most
critics of the similar phrase in Deuteronomy (17'*®), and some
have argued that this passage was anterior to that. But on com-
parison it is seen that the abuses held up by Samuel here are not
touched upon in Deuteronomy. Nothing is there said about
impressing the people for forced labour and taking their property
without compensation, which are the evils here made prominent.
Had the author of Deuteronomy known our passage, he could
hardly have refrained from legislating against these abuses. And
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it cannot be argued, on the other hand, that our author, if later,
would have shown his dependence on Deuteronomy, for the
abuses there forbidden — multiplying horses, taking many wives,
and accumulating treasure — could not be effective as an argu-
ment with the people.

Stade places the section later than Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Wellhausen
gives the argument summarized above in favour of a date posterior to the
Judaic monarchy (Comp. p. 246). Bu. argues for priority of this as compared
with Deut. (RS. p. 184), and is followed by Co. at least in the earlier editions
of his Einleitung.

1-5. The ocoasion of the demand. — When Samuel became
old, ke appointed his sons judges for Israel.—8. That both should
be settled at Beersheba is surprising, and two places were proba-
bly named originally. Josephus gives one in Bethe! and one in
Beersheba.— 3. The common experience of Orientals was illus-
trated : they turned aside after gain and -took bribes and wrested
Jjustice] so far there seems ground for the complaint of the peo-
ple.— 4. The Sheikhs act for the people, as in 4* Num. 16®. —
5. The desire for a king is here motived by the maladministration
of justice. In v.® it is due to a desire for a leader in war.

6-9. The demand is sinful. — The view of the author is evi-
dently that the theocracy is the divinely appointed constitution
for Israel, and that the substitution of another form is treason to
God. He does not seem to recognize that Samuel was chargeable
with fault in not correcting the abuses of his sons’ government,
nor does he tell us how Yahweh would give them relief. Yahweh’s
prejudgment is on the side of Samuel, whose anger he shares. —
7. The grievance of Samuel is adopted by Yahweh : Hearken to
the voice of the people according to what they keep saying] the tense
implies importunity. For it is not thou whom they have rejected,
but it is I whom they have rejected from being king over them] the
pronouns are made emphatic by their position.—8. The main
sentence says: Like all the deeds they have done to me . . . have
they done to thee. Parenthetically the deeds are described: shey
have forsaken me and served other gods] Jd. 2" 10" 1 K. ¢°
(apparently Deuteronomistic).—9. The people are, however, to
be left without excuse: Zhou shalt solemnly testify] Gen. 43°
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Jer. 117 — the method of the king who shall rule over them] that
is, Ais customary behaviour. Yahweh will allow him, perhaps
authorize him, so to act.

1. o'w is used of appointing officers, Dt. 1718 2 S, 814, — 8. The statement
of Josephus cited above (A4#z VI. 32) is adopted by Graetz and Ewald.—
8. o3 X%, vond Qré. There seems no reason for preferring the latter ex-
cept that usage-is on the side of the plural.—w] turned aside from its
proper course, Dt. 16V, pxa is generally used of unrighteous gain, Ex. 183
Jer. 61%.—4. 5] is lacking in &B, which reads &»3pes for pr. — 6. 3w ym]
Gen. 2112 (E) 1 S. 18 2 S. 1139, —>%pm] cf. Jer. 3213 424, —17. For
2ok 93% we should perhaps read "»x> with &.— ] assigns a reason why
Samuel should not hesitate— it was not a personal concern.—8. wy] &
adds-*%, which is adopted by most recent commentators. — “331y1] specifies the
acts intended by ;.

10-18. The king's method. — Samuel repeated all the words
of Yahweh /o the pegple who were asking of him a king] as though
he had one in his possession.—11. Z%is és the way of the king
who shall rule over you : Your sons he will take and place in his
chariots and among his horsemen, and they shall run before his
chariots] the runmers before the chariot continue in the East
down to the present day, and their office is an honourable one.
—12. And he shall make them captains of thousands and captains
of hundreds] reading with @&. The author counts on very small
military ambition in Israel, a view which would argue for a late
date. The people would also be forced to plough and reap for the
king, and to make his arms and his chariot furniture.—18. The
women would not be exempt from conscription, but would be
compelled to serve as perfumers] perhaps we should read as
embroiderers with 8 ; and as cooks and as bakers] of which the
king’s kitchen would need many.—14. Oppression will affect
not only persons but also property ; fields and vineyards will be
seized and given to the king’s servants.— 15. Heavy taxes will be
laid : Your grain fields and your vineyards he will tithe and give
the proceeds to his eunuchs and to his servants] the Oriental thinks
of the king as wealthy enough to dispense with such methods of
raising money, which are therefore hated and resented. —16. He
would exact the service of their slaves and their dest cattle] so
is to be read.— 17. The tithing will be extended to sheep and
goats; and the Israelites will be slaves instead of freemen.—
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18. The result: You shall cry out in that day on account of the
king which you skall have chosen for yourselves] the sting is in
the fact that their misery will be self-inflicted. For this reason
also, Yahweh will not answer.

10. ="=x%] is not frequent with the accusative, as here.—11. w=+] for
which & seems to have read ='37, is doubtless original. —18. =i~ ] the peri-
phrastic infinitive is illustrated by Dr., Zenses®, § 206 and and Dav., Syntax,
§ 94, R. 4. It should be noted that several of the examples cited are of suspicious
integrity, the 1 having arisen by duplication of a preceding . In the present
case, however, the reading seems to be confirmed by &. We assume an ellipsis
of v, the full form being 2vw% v, Captains of fifties in W is replaced by cap-
tains of hundreds in @, while $ has both, and adds and captains of tens. &
seems original. — 13. mMap©] preparers of umguents, of which the Orientals
are notoriously fond. & seems to translate ~cpa~, which would be equally ap-
propriate. — mn33%] the cook is also the butcher.—14. »137-~] Graetz con-
jectures (Gesch. der Juden, 1. p. 164) that we should read v12%, as the servants
are spoken of in the next verse. There is, however, no external evidence for the
reading.— 16. ©>*wn21] xal 74 Bovkéhia Vudr &, pointing to 33»p3°, which
is undoubtedly original. The correction was made by Cappellus (Critica
Sacra, p. 247). — \oxS25 nw5n] the only parallels are Lev. 72 Ez. 155, We
should expect wonbea mzsh, cf. 1 K. 5% 9%, The unusual construction led a
scribe to substitute =2, which was read by &.—17. xx is small cattle in dis-
tinction from neat cattle (7p3). — 18. & adds at the end of the verse : Because
you chose a king for yourselves. This is at least correct interpretation.

19-22. The expostulation was fruitless: Zhe people refused to
listen to the voice of Samuel and said: No! But a .king shall be
over us] this obstinacy is parallel to their treatment of Moses. —
20. The reason here assigned for their desire is the example of
foreign nations. Our king shall judge us] possibly in the sense
of wvindicating them, or of delivering them from their enemies.
But as the account begins with the miscarriage of civil justice, the
author may have this still in mind. The administration of justice
was always a prominent function of the king. Fighting his peo-
ple’s battles was also his work. This author seems to forget that
Samuel had secured them peace. — 21, 228. When the report of
the people’s continued demand is brought to Yahweh, he con-
sents to gratify them : Hearken to their voice and make a king
rule over them. — 220, The half verse is a later insertion. The
original account joined 1oV directly to 8®. The compiler was
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obliged to dismiss the people to their homes, in order to insert
the following incident taken from another source.

19. On the Dagesh in &5 cf. Ges.%, § 20 ¢, and Baer’s dissertation D¢ pri-
marum vocabulorum literarum dagessatione prefixed to Liber Proverbiorum,
ed. Baer et Delitzsch (1880). Some MSS. have 1% in the text, while & seems
to have read x> . —20. wv521] on the force of the verb cf. Moore’s note on
Jd. 3% — - rnrave] is given by Ginsburg. Many editions and MSS. have
unpnbe. For the phrase go out defore us cf. Jd. 414.—83. nsbom] is the
perfect with waw consecutive continuing the imperative. The second half
of this verse, in which Samuel dismisses the people to their homes, is
inserted to allow the inclusion of the following account in the narrative. The
document we have just read originally made Samuel at once call an assembly
at Mizpah, where a king is chosen by lot. This is recognized by most recent
scholars,

IX. 1-X 16. The adventure of 8aul. — Saul, the son of Kish,

is sent by his father to seek the asses which have strayed. He
does not find them, but comes into contact with Samuel, who
anoints him (secretly) as king over Israel.
_ After what has been said in the Introduction, it is needless to
point out that we have here the beginning of a separate docu-
ment,— a life of Saul, — which differs in all respects from the
one we have just been considering. It is the earliest and most
reliable of the sources which relate the origin of the monarchy
in Israel.

1-4. Introduction of Saul, and occasion of the journmey.—
There was a man of Gibeak of Benjamin] so we should probably
read. The place should be mentioned at the outset. Kish is
described as a man of some position in the community : @ mighty
man of valour is more than the Hebrew intends to say. — 2. He
had a son named Saul in the prime of life and goodly] the words
do not imply that he was in his adolescence ; and the same may
be said of his position in the household, it does not imply im-
maturity. So long as his father lived he would be under his
authority, and there is no necessary contradiction between the
language used here and the later account, according to which

-Saul had a son already grown. The name of Saul is probably
abbreviated from a longer form meaning Asked-of-God. The
clause at the end of this verse is probably a late insertion. —



60 1 SAMUEL

8. The asses belonging to Kish have strayed, and Saul is sent
with one of the servants to seck them. —4. Correcting the num-
ber of the verbs by the versions, we get: ZFhey passed through Mu.
Ephraim and crossed into the land of Shalisha and did not find
them, and they crossed inlo the land of Shaalim and they were not
there, and they crossed into the land of Benjamin and did not
Jfind them] the districts of Shalisha and Shaalim are not identified.

1. povyaz] the fact that he was a Benjamite is related again at the end
of the verse, and We.'s conjecture that we should read pow3 nyamw is plau-
sible. — »'o* @w"(3] is not without analogy, at least ‘3> o is found 2 S.
20! Est. 25. But it is unusual to terminate a genealogy by saying son of a
Benjamite. 1t is probable that 13 is the error of a scribe who expected to
continue the genealogy. —“'n m31] the phrase seems to mean no more than
a man well to do; cf. BDB, sv. 9n.—8. ‘w1 w2ooz] the clause recurs in
10%, where it is entirely appropriate (at Saul's first appearance in public).
Here it seems to have come in from there by a late hand (Bu.). — 8. nunxn]
the she-asses seem to have been especially prized, Job 13, —o%] cf. Dav.,
Syntax, § 28, R. 5.— 1] after the imperative softens the command. —
anx-nr] is unusual, perhaps a scribal error; but a precisely similar instance is
found Num. 16%. =nx is pointed in both cases as a construct and might be
regarded as made definite by this relation, Konig, Synfax, § 288 f.; cf. also
Dav., Syntax, 72, R. 4.— 0"y is used of servants not infrequently. At the
end of this verse @D add: and Saul arose and took one of the servants of his
Jfather and went to seck the asses of Kish his father — one of the rather numer-
ous instances of agreement of &L with  —4. The verbs which are partly
singular and partly plural in 3 should be all plural asin &. For Skaliska and
Shaalim the versions give a confusing variety of equivalents, but none which
help us to a better text. A Baal Shalisha is mentioned in the region of Sama-
ria 2 K. 4%, Shaalim has been conjectured to be an error for Shaalabim
mentioned in connection with Beth Shemesh, Jd. 18 1 K. 4°. It seems easier
to combine with the 5n2 pw of 1317,

5. The verse indicates that they had planned further search
when Saul suddenly proposes to abandon the effort: Zhey had
come into the land of Zuph] a part of Benjamin — when Saul said
« oot Let us return, lest my father cease thinking of the asses and
be anxious about us] the verb means # have fears, Jer. 17° 38"
42" Is. §7". — 6. The servant has a different idea: Zhere is a
man of God in this city; and the man is honoured, all that he
says surely comes true] the title man of God is frequent in the
account of Elijab and Elisha. The commendation of the seer is
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to induce Saul to apply to him for an indication: Perchance he
may tell us the way on which we came out] the journey is not yet
complete, and we may yet be rightly directed. What they want
is guidance in order to complete the mission on which they have
started. — 7. Saul objects that to approach a great man a present
is necessary, and this is not at hand : And suppose we go, what
shall we bring the man? The question is raised which confronts
them if they agree to carry out the plan of the servant., Z%e
bread is gone from our sacks] this would suffice if there were any,
cf. 10'. The rest of the verse is obscure.—8. The servant
relieves the difficulty. He has a guarter of a shekel of money] a
small coin containing about sixty grains of silver, but proportion-
ately much more valuable then than now. And thou shalt give it
to the man of God] a slight change of the text is necessary, as
Saul must be the giver.—9. The verse tells us that the prophes
of to-day was formerly called a seer. It interrupts the connexion
here, however, and seems to be a marginal note which has crept
into the text. —10. The objection being met, Saul consents:
And they went lo city where the man of God was] the city is
intended by the editor to be Ramah. The original account, how-
ever, may have named another place. ’

8. ms] cf. 11. T connects it fancifully with "oy and translates: zke /and
tn which was the prophet.—8. w=mn] cf. Gen, 1211 1 K, 2213; the phrase
invites favourable consideration of the proposition which follows. — For the
imperfects of repeated experience cf. Dav., Synfax, § 44 a, Dr., Tenses8, § 33 a.
—17. mm] the case at first sight seems to be one where we should expect
17 #£ But cf. BDB. sub voce.—n"won] occurs only here; the versions are
at a loss, and the word is possibly corrupt. Cappellus (Notae Criticae,
P- 435) supposes & to have read nww>.  We expect and we have nothing else
o bring. But this cannot be got out of the text.—wunx np] also is abrupt
and awkward (some Hebrew editions have npv). I therefore suspect corrup-
tion too deep-seated to be healed. —8. 'nnn] & seems to have read prn,
but it is better to correct to wnn (K1), which will more readily account for
the corruption.—9. In v.® Samuel has been called o'nbx ©'x, on which see
the note to 297. The verse now before us calls him a Seer (7k"), a word used
twice by Isaiah (287 301), elsewhere only in this passage and in Chronicles
(1 Chr. 922 2638 29%, dependent on the account before us, and 2 Chr. 16710
where it is applied to Hanani). The rarity of the word led a scribe to insert
this verse as an explanation, which, however, has fallen into the wrong place;
it belongs after v.1'. The conception of the prophet (%23) which it betrays
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is that of a clairvoyant to whom one may come for the discovery of lost arti-
cles. On the bearing of the gloss on questions of criticism cf. Briggs, Higher
Criticism of the Hexaleuch3, p. 150.—31p%] occurs Dt. 219 —x+p] the
tense indicates what was customary in the past.

11. As they were going up the ascent of the city] cf. 2 S. 15%,
they met maidens coming out to draw water] the usual duty of the
young women of the village, as we see from the case of Rebecca
Gen. 24" One well or spring supplied the whole village. —
12. To the inquiry of Saul whether the Seer is here, they answer :
He is! Behold he is before you. Just now he came to the city.
The rest of the verse explains the situation more distinctly : For
the people have a sacrifice today on the Bamah] at this period of
Israel’s history each town had its sanctuary on a hill in the vicin-
ity. Hence the name Aggh-place. This one had a building for
the accommodation of the worshippers. —18. As soon as you
come to the city you shall find him, before he goes up to the Bamak
#o0 cat] the sacrifice is a feast— “ the essential rite was eating the
flesh of the victim at a feast in which the god of the clan shared
by receiving the blood and fat pieces” (BDB). The importance
of Samuel is such that ke people will not eat until he comes, for he
is fo bless the sacrifice] it should be noted, however, that blessing
the sacrifice is not a priestly function, and there is no ritual neces-
sity for Samuel’s presence. — 14. The two strangers follow the
advice ; but as they come into the city gate Samuel comes out
towards them on his way to the Bamah.—15. The verse is a
digression, showing how Samuel had been prepared for the inter-
view: Yahweh had told Samuel] lit., kad uncovered his ear, cf.
20'% 228V 2 S, 97.—16. About this time to-morrow] Ex. 9® (J)
1 K. 19? 20", Thou shalt anoint him prince over my people Israel ]
the word translated prince () is not used in Hexateuch or
Judges, but is found several times in Samuel and Kings, 1 S. 10'
13" 25% 2 S. 5% 6" 78 1 K. 1%, etc. It is also found in Chronicles,
which is probably influenced by the earlier books, and in some
other late passages. The passages in Samuel seem to belong to
the same stream of narrative, except 2 S. 7. And ke shall save
my people from the hand of the Philistines] the sentence is a
direct contradiction of 7"'®. For I have seen the afliction of my
people] the text of &. The evident view of the author is that
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the king is a gift of God, and not that there is sin in asking
such a gift: For their cry is come fo me] Ex. 3°. We may note
that anointing is a rite of consecration for things, as Jacob's mag-
¢ebak, Gen. 31" (E), the Tabernacle, Ex. 40° (P), as well as per-
sons, 1 K. 19" (prophets). There is no reason to suppose the
significance any different in the case of kings.—17. When Sam-
uel saw Saul Yahweh answered him] that is, the question raised in
his mind : Beho/d the man of whom I said to thee : He shall rule
over my people. —18, 19. Saul questions Samuel: Fkere is the
house of the Seer? Samuel replies to the intent of the question
rather than its form: 7 am the Seer: go before me to the Bamak]
he politely gives Saul precedence. J[n the morning I will dismiss
thee] the guest goes away with the permission of his host. A%
that is in thine heart] implies that Saul had more questions to
ask than those about the asses ; moreover, this one is answered at
once, without waiting for the morrow. —20. Saul’s mind is set at
test concerning the asses that strayed now three days ago] and
more important matters are hinted at: 7o whom belong the de-
sirable things of Israel? Is it not to thee and to thy father's house ?
The meaning cannot be called certain.  But it does not seem out
of place that Saul’s ambition should be raised to the office within
his reach. —21. Saul’s answer shows becoming modesty: 4m 7
not a Benjamite, of the least of the tribes of Israel, and is not my
clan the least of all the clans of the tribe of Benjamin ? The asser-
tion (put in the form of a question) must not be taken too lite-
rally. Saul's father, as we have already seen, was a man of stand-
ing in the community.

11. =%y n2n] the circumstantial clause, Dav., Syntax § 141. In some
cases the clause is followed by m™, which is read by &L here.— ma] in
this place as Ex. 2414 (E). —18. ~7pyap~] why they should Aasten is not
clear. As pointed out by Lagarde (Anm. zur Griechischen Uebersetz d. Pro-
verbien, p. iii) & read 33455, which he supposed to imply that anz was made
up of the final letter of 2555 and the first two of ax<n, This last word, how-
ever, is not represented in &, and it seems better to read »w oS (Bu.). —
ora o] better ovny, with & (We.) cf. Gen, 253 1 Sam. 216, — 183, ;27 nn]
some MSS. and edd. prefix ».—orn5] the form we have restored above. On
the repetition of the accusative cf. Dr., Zenses8, § 197. 6. Of the examples
cited, 2 K. 9?7 seems the only exact parallel. — 14. »3» . . . o'x3] the partici-
ples indicate the ilow of events —they were just coming into the city gate
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when Samuel met them. =%n 703 was conjecturally emended to vyon pna
by Th., and the emendation is adopted by most moderns, being confirmed by
v.38, The received text makes no difficulty, as the village was probably small
and compact and the two men would soon reach the centre of it. But as it is
necessary to read alike in the two verses it seems better to restore nyon here
than vpn in v.1® (KL).—18. n%] with pluperfect force, Dr., Tenses8, § 76,
Obs.; Dav., Syntax, § 39 c.—16. oy~nx s,wn] ST read oy wy—nr snwn,
which is evidently original, cf. Ex. 37 (E) 2 K. 14%. On the meaning of the
verb nzo cf. an article by Meinel, Z4 7/, XVIIL p. 1 fl. —17. spor o] con-
cerning whom I said,; a similar expression in v.2 Gen. 317 Jd. 7. — ;] the
verb nowhere else has the meaning % ru/e. It means to shut up (the heav-
ens) Dt. 1117, /o restrain (an animal) 2 K. 43, %0 check (one’s words) Job 43.
But such a meaning seems inappropriate here, and we must suspect the text.
K. proposes 1> on the ground of &pfes &AB: xardpte &L, cf. Jd. o Is.
321, —18. “wmwcw-nr] the verb is generally found with 9%, —unless Num. 41?
be an exception, — and this preposition should probably be restored here. —
-] seems to imply that the object sough®s in the immediate vicinity, cf.
1 K. 132.—19. & has 7 am ke instead of 7 am the Seer.—dn%nn] the pre-
ceding verb is in the singular, addressed to Saul alone, so that we should
restore nbox1 here. —20. o'o'n] We. and Bu. omit the article. But as the
prophet has in mind the particular three days which-have just elapsed, the
article seems in place. Cf. Lev. 2531: it skall produce a crop sufficient for the
three years—oon whoh — where we must understand the three years you
Aave in mind, for they have not been described. —20. %3] is omitted both
times by &. — ncn] the two possible translations are represented in Zke desire
of Israel (AV.) and [all] #hat is desirable in Israel (RV.). The latter is
favoured by & and adopted by KI,, Dr., Ki., and by the analogy of Hag. 27,
where, however, we should read a plural (and so possibly here). —81. vwzpr]
occasional instances occur of an ancient construct ending in » (Jd. 2012 cited
by We.); such a form may be represented in the second ‘w3z (instead of
v37). “The construction with 1o is sometimes virtually a superlative.”
Dav., Syntax, § 34, R. 4.

22-25. Saul is Samuel’s guest. — The room into which they
are brought is apparently a hall built for the express use of wor-
shippers at the Bamah, in their sacrificial feasts. Saul and his
servant are given the place of honour a# the head of the guests.
The simplicity of manners is indicated by the equal treatment
of Saul and his servant. There were present about thirty men,
probably the heads of families or the freemen of the village.—
23. Saul's coming had been anticipated, as we see by Samuel’s
command to the cook: Bring the portion which I gave to thee,
concerning which I said to thee : Set it by thee] in Arabia also it
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was customary to set aside a choice portion for an honoured
guest.* —24. In obedience to the command the cook /ifted the
leg and the rump] the choice part of the sacrifice, and the one
still regarded as the portion of honour by the fellahin. The rest
of the verse is obscure and apparently corrupt. It says: Behold
what is lef/t] but it is almost certain that the guests had not begun
the meal until Samuel appeared. And the clause : For it was kept
Jor thee to the time appointed, saying, the people I have called]
is nonsense. With due reserve I propose below an emendation
which gives the sense: Bekold, the meal is served! Eat! For to
the appointed time we have waited for thee to eat with the guests]
if this, or something like it, were the origin.l reading, we see that
Samuel had directed the villagers to wait for his coming, which
was of course politeness to his guest. — 25. After the feast, zhey
came from the Bamak to the city, and they spread a bed for Saul
on the roof, and he lay down] the text of the last clause 3§ is here
also unintelligible (in this context), and must be corrected by &.
For sleeping on the roof, we have abundant examples in modern
Oriental life, though no other Old Testament example has come
under my observation. The verse-division should include the first
word of the following verse with this.

83. nnovh] the movb is a chamber in a palace, Jer. 3612, or in the temple,
Jer. 3524; one was also in use at Shiloh according to 1 Sam. 1® & —
ORI pN] those invited, the guests. —%23] bael éBSophxorra @. The larger
number is the less likely to be original. —23. niz%] cf. 813, —men] 1f.—
'AmDr o] as in v.li. —24. mYyn] the intention is to read the preposition
%y with the article and pronominal suffix. No other instance of such a con-
struction has been pointed out (Dr., Aofes) ; and if the construction were allow-
able, it would not be appropriate here, for p\»n is, of course, the leg with
the flesh upon it. The slight change into mbxn seems first to have been
proposed by Geiger, Urschrif?, p. 380, and has everything to commend it.
The reading is apparently suspected by the Talmud, for the Gemara asks
(Aboda Zara, 25%): What was it that was upon the leg? to which Rabbi
Johanan answers, it was the leg and the rump. Other passages from Talmud
and Midrash are cited by Dr. The parallel in the custom of the fellahin of
to-day is noticed by Nestle, Marginalien und Materalien, p. 13. If mbxn
was the original reading, as accepted by We., Bu,, Dr., Brown (Lexicon), we
can see a reason for the mutilation of the word, for the mbx was to be burned

® Wellh,, Skissen, 111. p. 114.
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upon the altar. The editors supposed it impossible for Samuel to be ignorant
of this “ Mosaic” ordinance. KI. proposes 7*%3=, which seems to have no
superiority to the reading just considered. The difficulty of the rest of the
verse is admitted. The people do not ordinarily eat until Samuel comes, much
less would they proceed without him when he had made preparations for a .
guest; w230 therefore cannot be right. — k) 957 oxb] seems absolately
unintelligible in the context. For w~x+p ... 52b v & gives 8re els uapripor
rébural ocou wapk Tods &\ovs * dwbxwrie (B has waparéfexd oot wapd Tob
Aaof). This is better than W, but, as pointed out by Dr., y~p, which we
should assume as the original of droxvife (so Ew. and We.), is not used in
biblical Hebrew in the sense of taking food; and after Saul has been exhorted
to eat, it is superfluous to add fa/ #%. The conjectures of the commentators
scarcely call for attention, except that of Bu., who restores at the end 7~ mze
e300y "oxS.  More radical treatment seems to be necessary. What we
expect is a polite invitation to Saul as the guest of honour to begin the meal,
because the guests were waiting his lead. First, then, it seems necessary to
read A for "3, k> being flesh prepared for the table, Ex. 2117 Ps. 78%,
Samuel says: Behold the meat is set before thee, as we should say, the meal is
served. For 19wz I would substitute 1% war, we Aave waited for thee, in
which case 4 would be the time to which Samuel and the other guests had
agreed to wait for the expected stranger.— pn 8y Sox> I adopt from Bu. in
place of the useless 'nxvp opn “orb. — 85, woem 00~ Swooy ~a™] s
evidently out of j»int, for they certainly did not rise in the morning until after
Samuel called Saul, which follows; xal 8iéorpwoar 79 Zaod\ éxl 19 Sduare
xal éxocufifn & evidently represents 5% 27 57 Swob 3. The text is
corrected accordingly by recent expositors from Schleusner down. Keil alone
hardens his heart.

IX, 26-X. 8. Saul is anointed by S8amuel. — He also receives
signs confirmatory of the prophetic commission, and is encour-
aged, after the signs shall have been fulfilled, to act according to
his own judgment. At the rising of the dawn Samuel called to
Saul on the roof ] for the time of day cf. Gen. 19" 322 ¥ Jos. 6.
The original text seems to have added only: and they went out
info the street] all three together, as is evident from the next
verse, — 7. They were going down in the edge of the city when
Samuel said] the coustruction is similar to v.". Say # the lad
that he pass on] the addition of 3 : and ke passed on breaks the
connexion, and must be exscinded. But thou stand heve that I
may tell thee the word of God] which for the present concerns
Saul alone. —X. 1. Z%e via/ of oil is described by the same word
which is used in the description of another prophet’s anointing of
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aking, 2 K. "%  And poured it upon his head] the act of anoint-
ing could not be more clearly described. And kissed kim] an evi-
dence of personal affection, for kissing is nowhere an act express-
ive of fealty to a king; the kissing of an idol 1 K. 19’ Hos. 13*
can hardly be called parallel. A part of Samuel’s words have fallen
out of 38, and the whole must be restored as follows: Has not
Yahweh anointed thee as prince over his people Israel? And thou
shalt reign over the people of Yahweh and shalt save them from the
hand of their enemies round about. And this shall be the sign
that Yahweh has anointed thee over his heritage as prince] it is
possible that theological prejudice has had something to do with
the mutilation of the text, for, to the later view, Saul did not act-
ually save Israel from their enemies.— 2. As Saul has no reason
for delaying longer, we may suppose that the signs which follow
occur on the road from Ramah to Gibeah (Saul’s home). Unfor-
tunately we are not able to identify either Ramah or the other
points mentioned, except Bethel. When thou goest from me to-day
thou shalt meet two men at the tomb of Rachel in the boundary of
Benjamin] the boundary here mentioned must be the boundary
between Ephraim and Benjamin, for the district of Zuph was in
Ephraim. It is impossible therefore to identify the Zomé of
Rachel here mentioned with the traditional site south of Jeru-
salem. As Jeremiah hears Rackel weeping for her children in
Ramah (31%), and as her children are Joseph and Benjamin, we
naturally suppose her tomb located in the boundary of their
respective territories. To make Samuel’s home in Judah in order
to bring Saul home by the traditional Tomb is to violate all the
probabilities. The next word is unintelligible. The men would
tell him: Zhy father has dismissed the matter of the asses and is
anxious for you, saying: What shall I do for my son 7] the state
of things anticipated by Saul, ¢>.—3. The second sign: Zhou
shalt pass on thence and come to the Oak of Tabor] supposed by
some to be identical with the tree of Deborah, between Ramah
and Bethel, Jd. 4°. This can hardly be called probable. The
grave of Deborah (Rebecca’s nurse) is also put in this region by
Gen. 35° and associated with it is an oak — the Oak of Weeping.
In the number of sacred trees which once abounded in the
. country, there is no need to merge these three into one. The
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three men he should meet going up to God at Bethel, the ancient
sanctuary, would have their offerings with them : one carrying
three kids, one carrying three baskets of bread] the reading is con-
jectural, based on the paucity of the #iree loaves in 3. Twenty
loaves are easily carried by a man, 2 K. 4%, and would be no
more than the equivalent of fhe skin of wine borne by the third
member of the party. —4. The men should be so impressed by
Saul's bearing that they would sa/ufe him and give him fwo baves,
an earnest of the dacksheesk to be paid later to the king. —
8. The third sign : 4fterwards thou shalt come to Gibeakh of God]
apparently the full name of Saul’'s home, for he goes directly to
his house after meeting with the prophets. Where is the Resident
of the Philistines] evidently the same mentioned in 13% though
the location there given is Geba. And it shall be at thy coming
thither thou shalt meet a band of prophets coming down from the
Bamah with a lyre and tambourine and flute and harp before
them twhile they engage in prophesying] it must be evident that we
have here a company of dervishes engaged in their religious exer-
cises. The enthusiastic nature of these exercises is evident from
the later narrative and from the parallel account, 19", —
6. And the Spirit of Yahweh will rush upon thee] the same verb
is used to describe the enthusiasm which seized the earlier heroes
of Israel, Jd. 14%, etc. And thou shalt prophesy with them and be
turned into another man] it is worth remarking that in the later
account, 16, the Spirit comes as a result of the anointing. The
verb used to describe the transformation effected in Saul is the
same found in Ex. 3 (E), where the rod is changed into a ser-
pent and Ex. 3¥ ® (E), where the waters are turned into blood.
— 7. The coming to pass of the signs will justify Saul in doing
weAatever the eccasion demands] cf. Jd. g® — for he will be sure of
the divine help. — 8. The verse is an evident interpolation into
the earliest narrative, but not necessarily late. It commands Saul
to go down to Gilgal and to wait there seven days for Samuel.

88 =] is a corruption of 33T, originally the conclusion of the pre-
celing verse. — ™ ;2] some ovpies have ~wra (Ginsh). —] Qré is
doubtless correct. — 27 lacking in @, is superflucus.  Probably the origi-
nal text was without explicit subiect (Bu. omits “:azen av following We.).
T is whatever is cutside the house. — 87, 3] gives the purpose of the



X. 3-8 69

command. — 73p:] is superfluous and is lacking in &%.— 210] it seems un-
necessary to tell him to stand ¢kis very minute, whereas in contrast to the pass-
ing on of the servant it would be natural to tell him to stand Aere. We should
probably emend to oba with KL.—X. 1. For kissing the king, Gen. 414
and Ps. 212 might be cited, but the text in both is suspicious. — Jnrp='3 x97]
the construction is apparently smooth. But as in the next verse Samuel goes
on to give the signs which are to come to pass, it is evident that something is
missing. @ inserts after k5N the sentence given above, and this is adopted as
original by Th., We., Kl, Dr., Bu,, Ki., and Ginsb. (margin). It has dropped
out by homeoteleuton. —%n3] cf. 26! 2 S. 14 212 Jer. 16'%.—8. We
bave assumed that Samuel’'s home was at Ramah, though this document no-
where so affirms. If the assumption be correct, Ramah can hardly be identi-
fied with £r-Ram, which is only three miles away from Gibeah. GASmith
suggests Beit Kima on the western edge of Mt. Epbraim, while Ew. (G V73
111 p. 31, E. Tr. IIL p. 21) puts it at Kam Allak, about ten miles north of
Jerusalem. The tradition which puts Rachel’s tomb near Bethlehem seems
to go back to Gen. 351 (E) 487 (J), but must be later than Jeremiah, as
shown ahove. The present text of Genesis seems to be interpolated in these
two passages. —ns®33] is intended to contain the name of a place —in
Zelzack. But the definition is already precise enough. The name of the
place from which the men were coming would be appropriate, in which case
Jfrom Zelak, the burial place of Kish in a later passage 2 S. 2114, might be
conjectured. @& has a confused variety of readings, one of them possibly
going back to 0%y, leaping. which is adopted by Ew. in grosser Eile,; an-
other (@L) seems to reproduce o3 meridie L. — 3xn] should probably be
pointed as the participle (Bu.).—8. npbm] the verb is used of the quick
motion of the whirlwind, Hab. 111, once apparently of ¢ransgressing the com-
mandment, Is. 245. It does not seem especially appropriate here, therefore,
and the text may not be sound.— man nbx] the conjecture which identi-
fies this with the Palm of Deborak is due to Ew. (GV/. 11I. p. 31, E. Tr. 1II.
p- 21).—MA23] for reasons given above, the conjecture of Kl *31% is plau-
sible and adopted by Bu., but %> seems more likely, cf. 97. —4. onb—nw]
300 dwapxds dprwr & evidently had vm3, probably a corruption of an original
rox.—B. Sx] found in the current editions is lacking in almost all MSS.
(De Rossi) and omitted by Ginsb.—353] we should read 333 with &1..
The word means (1) an officer or prefect; (2) a garrison of soldiers; (3) a
pillar. As Jonathan smote the one in question it seems most likely to have
been a single officer stationed by the Philistines as representative of their
authority, — *a] the form is unexpected; Dr. comparcs 2 S. 52 where also
a divine message is given. But there the message is a command and natu-
rally employs the jussive, which is inappropriate here. It seems necessary,
therefore, to correct to m.  The verb pip means ke came suddenly upon
something. —53n] a string, but, as we use dand, not necessarily a company
in single file. — 1 37p"M] the whole is a circumstantial clause. The names
of the musical instruments here mentivned are translated, as nearly as may
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be, in the foregoing. An elaborate discussion is found in Weiss., Die Ausi-
kalische Instrumente in d. Heiligen Schr. des Altens Testamentes, Graz. 1895.
—17. Bu. inserts %> before a»x on the ground of &. But this does not
seem necessary. — 8. That the verse does not belong to the original narrative
should be evident. It flatly contradicts the preceding command to Saul, to
act according to his own judgment and the leadings of Providence., It evi-
dently prepares for the paragraph 13%15 which also is an interruption to the
flow of the narrative. The interpolation is recognized as such by We. ( Comp.
245, 248), Stade (G V/. 1. p. 211), Co., Bu. I have given reasons in the
introduction for thinking the insertion not so late as is generally supposed. —
Seven days shalt thou wait . . . then I will tell thee] on the construction cf.
Moore, Judges, p. 350.

9-16. The return of 8aul. — The author condenses his account,
dwelling only on the third of the three expected signs. Possibly
the narrative was once fuller. He now says that as Saul turned
to go from Samuel God gave him another understanding) the
words’ do not seem inappropriate here, though they do not ex-
actly correspond to the place of Saul's ‘conversion’ in the pre-
diction, v.%. It is psychologically quite comprehensible that the
impulse should anticipate the predicted order of events.—10. He
came thence fo Gibeah] seems to be the correct reading. The
rest of the verse is sufficiently clear from v.5. — And ke played the
prophet in the midst of them] the verb is apparently denominative.
—11. The result in the minds of the people is: zhat every one
who knew him in times past and saw him raving with the proph-
ets said each fo his fellow : What now has come upon the son of
Kish? The Hebrew sentence is awkward, and perhaps should
be emended, but the general sense is clear. The question is
repeated in another form: /s Sau/ also among the prophets] the
implication is that his former life had been of a very different
kind from theirs.—12. The first clause is perfectly plain in
meaning in itself considered, but entirely unintelligible in this
context: And a man from there answered and said : And who is
their father? As generally interpreted, the question is intended
to say: the son of Kish is as much to be expected among them as
any one else; prophetic inspiration does not depend upon parentage.
But this is so patent a fact that it seems needless to call attention
to it. The question what has happened to the son of Kish? does
not mean that Saul's parentage was such that he could not be
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expected to prophesy, but that his known individual character
was such that his prophesying was a surprise. On this theory the
question who is their father is indeed pia quidem vox sed quae
ipsi questioni non satisfecit (Schm.). Such an answer could
hardly be composed by our author. The original reading seems
to be lost. Because of this incident a proverb circulated in the
form : Is Saul also among the prophets ? The Rabbinical expos-
itors see in the question of v."! an expression of surprise that the
son of so lowly a man as Kish should be found in such distin-
guished company. The reverse is more likely, for Kish has been
described as a well-to-do man, and it is evident from some pas-
sages in the historical books that the prophets did not stand high
in the estimation of the people.—13. After a time Saul ceased
prophesying and went down fo the house] on the reading see
the note below. —14. Saul's uncle asks about the journey.—
15, 16. His further question as to Samuel’s word only brought
out the reply: Why! he told us that the asses were found.

9. ~m] should be 3. The scribe was misled by the preceding series of
verbs (Dr.).—mipnd] Jer. 48% is the nearest parallel. —ap] Zeph. 39,
cited by Dr., protects the verb here (contra Kl.). — 3%] our word Aear¢ hardly
expresses the idea, which is that his mind was illuminated, cf. BDB. s.v. —
10. o2 wav] xal ¥pxerac éxeifer &. As the servant has been lost sight of for
some time @& seems to be correct. But if we adopt owr it seems clear that
something has dropped out.—11. =53 'an] the nearest parallel seems to
be 2 S. 22 where we have ®377% ' followed by 1r;. in the apodosis. But
the point is here not that e/l who knew kim saw him, but that all who knew
Aim and saw him asked the question. It seems better and more vigorous
therefore to make =zx" begin the apodosis and omit oyn with #.. For the
constraction cf. Nu. 218, where however the other tense is used. —m-nz] on
the form of the question BDB. s.z. 7. —18. o>r] seems to have been read
o7p by &. —3man] warhp abroi &SI | seems to give no help. T interprets:
and who is their master ? — which seems as irrelevant as the ordinary transla-
tion.—18. n237] As Saul met the prophets coming from the Bamah he
would probably not go on thither but to his home. We. therefore conjectures
aman,  There he would meet his uncle who appears in the next verse. —
14. The uncle on the father’s side would have almost a father’s claim.—
16. +n man] the adverbial infinitive strengthens the verb: Ae t0/d us, sure!
The second half of the verse is relegated to the margin by Bu. perhaps cor-
rectly, It really adds nothing to the sense. —2® aor 9ox] is lacking in &B.

ON THE MEANING OF ®3).— The word is obscure and we can do little
more than note the bounds of our ignorance. The word does not seem to be
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Hebrew in its origin, as the verb exists only in the denominative forms. It is
however a good Semitic form, like 3p @ karvester, vpo an overseer. As
these examples show, nouns of this form usually describe a person who devotes
himself steadily to the particular action indicated by the root. The only clue
to the root meaning of x3) is in Arabic where it means: (1) Ae uttered a low
voice or sound, (2) ke was elevated, (3) he went from a land to another land.
Hoffmann (ZA4 7'#. 111. p. 87) explains (2) to be ke rose into view, ke comes
Jrom another region, where we cannot see him, into our own. He therefore
supposes the &1 to be one who rises [is roused] from his sluggishness under
th: influence of a divine inspiration. This seems rather forced, however, and
as the organs of supernatural communication notoriously chirp, or mutter, or
give forth a murmuring sound, it seems most likely that the naéi was originally
the mutterer. Later we find Saul x33=r under the influence of an evil spirit,
where the utterance of inarticulate sounds would probably be one of the
phenomena. The prophet is elsewhere called insane — 1>z — where also
the utterance of incoherent sounds is probably one of the symptoms, 2 K. g1t
Jer. 29°8. The account of the mebiim in the text reminds us strongly of the
priests of the Syrian goddess described by Lucian. The ¢prophets’ of Baal,
also, rave about the altar, 1 K. 18%,

17-27. The public choice and anointing of Saul. — Samuel
calls the people to Mizpah and by the sacred lot selects a king.
The lot falls upon Saul who is found after some search and anointed.
He is received by some with enthusiasm while others are indifferent.

The account continues 8% directly. Having expostulated with
the representatives of the people at Ramah, Samuel is finally
directed to yield to their desires. He therefore (in this para-
graph) calls an assembly of the whole people to the sanctuary at
Mizpah. If the whole intervening story is left out, the narrative
is without a break. The style is homogeneous; Mizpah is the
place of assembly here and in 7; the author here, as in 8, ex-
presses the idea that the monarchy is a rejection of Yahweh.

Our paragraph seems to be homogeneous down to e, After this, we may
suspect that the dismission of the people to their homes is intended to prepare
the way for 11— the original continuation of 5 being 12!. I find no reason
for suspecting 1"-1%, with Cornill, or #, with Budde. The evidences for a
comparatively late date are the same here as in other parts of the same docu-
ment. In accordance with his general theory Bu. derives the paragraph
from E.

17. A general assembly of the people is called at Mizpah as
in 7. The reason for the choice of Mizpah may be the same that
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influenced the author of Jd. 20.—18. Yahweh again reproaches
the people with ingratitude : 7 drought you up from Egypt and
delivered you from the hand of Egypt, and from the hand of all
the kingdoms that were oppressing you] the construction is unusual,
and it is possible that the passage has been interpolated. — 19.
Their sin is rejection of Yahweh : who has been your saviour) the
same word is used of the judge, Jd. 3% The author has the idea
which is illustrated in the occurrence described in 7™M, And ye
said: No! but a king shalt thou place over us] the reference is
evidently to 8°. In order to the fulfilment of their desire he
commands them to station themselves before Yahweh (who would
choose among them) : 8y your tribes and by your thousands] the
thousand is a subdivision of a tribe Jd. 6. — 20, 21. The choice
is made by the sacred lot, each tribe coming by its representatives
before the oracle and reeeiving the answer jes or no, until the
proper one is found. The account is parallel to Jos. 7%, where
however there are four stages instead of three. In the first stage
the tribe of Benjamin is taken. This tribe was brought by i#s
clans and the clan of the Matrite was taken] the name occurs
nowhere else, and some have supposed an error. One of the
sons of Benjamin in Gen. 46 is Beker, which may be the original
here.* We should now insert with & : and he brought near the
clan of Matri man by man] the clause has fallen out of 3 but is
necessary to the sense. Kish would represent the household now
chosen. Among his sons the name of Saul finally came out, but
the man himself was not to be found.—22. To the question:
Did the man come hither ?] the oracle replied : He is hidden in
the baggage] out of modesty of course. Slight changes in the text
of this and the following verse will be noted below. —23. One
ran and fetched him thence and as he stood among the people he
was taller than all the people from his shoulder upward] a head
taller, as we should say. A Lapide quotes from the Aeneid:
cunctis altior ibat (of Anchises), and: toto vertice supra est (of
Turnus), and similar language from Pliny concerning Trajan.
Before the invention of firearms, personal strength was essential
in a leader, as indeed it is still among the Arabs.} — 24. At the

* Ew., GV/8. 111, p. 53 (E. Tr. IIL. p. 23). + Doughty, II. p. 27 sq.
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presentation to the people, they shout: May the king live! the
usual greeting to a ruler, 2 S. 16" 1 K. 1®% 2 K. 11 The
Emir of Hayil in Central Arabia is saluted with: O, long of days !
and his subjects in speaking of him say: God give him long
life ! * Whether this account originally added that Samuel anvinted
Saul is not certain, but this is rendered probable by the language
of 15'. —258. Samuel recited before the people the custom of the
kingdom and wrote it in a book and deposited it before Yahwek] it
seems impossible to understand this of anything else than the
custom of the king already recited in 8>, This was threatened
as the penalty of the people’s choice. As they have persisted in
their choice, the threat will be carried out. The document is laid
up before Yahweh as a testimony, so that when they complain of
tyranny they can be pointed to the fact that they have brought it
upon themselves.

25b-27. The original document seems to have joined 12! (Sam-
uel’s farewell) directly to ®*. The rest of this chapter is inserted
to give room for 11 in which Saul appears still as a private citizen.
In the theory of the editor he did not assume kingly power at
once, because the people did not recognize him, or at least a
considerable part did not recognize him, as king. When Samuel
dismissed the people there went with Saul only #ke drave men
whose heart God had touched] the phrase does not occur else-
where (Jer. 4% is different) but the meaning is sufficiently evident.
But the base men] lit. sons of belial, Jd. 19®, said: How shall
this fellow save us ?] with a touch of contempt in the form of
the question. In consistency they brought him no present] cf. g'.
There is no thought as yet of fixed taxes. The two words at the
end of this verse in 3§ belong to the next section.

17. py3+] the Hiphil only here, but pypm is found in the meaning %e called
out the warriors, 2 S, 206 Jd. 41%-13, —18. ma» cr~n>] the usual beginning
of a prophetic speech as 2%, —smbpn] of the deliverance from Egypt, usual
in E but not confined to him, —o'snbn mbopn] the disagreement in gender
may be accounted for by supposing the participle to be construed ad sensum.
But I suspect the original had only msbcon which a scribe found too sweeping
and tried to correct by insertion. The verb pn® is used Jd. 21° 43 al., usually

* Doughty, II. pp. 55, 236.
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in Deuteronomistic passages, — 18. oronr] of the people’s rejection of Yah-
weh 8 Num. 119 cf. 14% (late). —1"] in the received text is replaced by »%
by the Q¢ and in a number of MSS,, as well as in @STH. — mm 102 ¥nn]
Jos. 241. —20. 39pn] exactly as in Jos. 717, — 31. yanovot K. vhnowob Qré. As
the next verse begins with 1 the original may have been simply mno>o% (&).
After vwon, @AB adds: xal xpogdyovowr Thy guNhy Marrapel els d»dpas, BL
has an equivalent, but does not agree verbally. Probably a clause of this sig-
nificance has dropped out of 3§ — so all recent scholars suppose. — 88. orer]
xal éxnpdrycey Zauovih @B S. Probably the original was simply Sxom, For
the next clause ©x 091 1y K30, &B has: el Epxerac 6 drip évrabla. This
alone corresponds to the answer which follows, and we restore (with Th., al.)
oxn tha wan,  The baggage of an army is owo~, 1722 2518, —28, w-m] read
the singular with &; the unexpressed personal subject with the singular is
appropriate here. — 84. on'wn] with daghesk dirimens Ges® § 225.— 1] &
reads 1, but -3 “na is found 168-9-20 2 S, 62 Dt. 185 215, —3pn Y33] é» wdowr
buiv @. The case is difficult to decide; 0333 is perhaps more likely to have
been changed (under the influence of the oyn~55 which precedes and follows)
than the reverse. — y ] xal éyrwoar &B; the Hebrew seems to be original.
Before g™ Bu. inserts by conjecture >0 ¥nwov, while Co. would apparently
insert the same words at the end of the verse. It is possible, however, that
this author supposed Saul not to have been anointed, and that the allusion in
15! is an interpolation. The command to Samuel in 82 says nothing of
anointing. —88. %'nn] ¢ army is out of place here; read Ynn m3 with &
(Th., al.). —23%3 ok pa;=aok] no similar phrase has been pointed out.—
27. m] is used in contempt, 2116 2521 2 S, 13V, cf. BDB. s.v. — ooy ]
the words are a corruption of two which originally opened the following
paragraph.

Chapter XI. The Ammonite invasion, the part taken by Saul,
and the effect on his fortunes. — Nahash the Ammonite besieges
Jabesh Gilead, and the people offer to submit to him. But he
will put scorn upon them and upon all Israel, by putting out every
man’s right eye. His contempt for Israel is seen in the confi-
dence with which he allows the Jabeshites to seek help from their
kinsmen. The messengers come to Gibeah, where the people are
moved to pity, but also to despair. Saul alone is aroused by the
message, and by the Spirit of God, to heroic measures. At his
peremptory summons the people march to the relief of the
beleaguered city. The Ammonites are taken completely by sur-
prise, and the deliverance is equally complete. In recognition
of Saul's kingly qualities, the people make him king at Gilgal with
religious rejoicing.



76 1 SAMUEL

* The piece is a part of the narrative which we left at 10%. The
tone is entirely different from that of 10", The author is in
ignorance of the public appointment of Saul as king. The mes-
sengers from Jabesh come to Gibeah, not to seek Saul, but to
appeal to the people. No one thinks it necessary to send for
Saul to the field. He comes home at the regular time, and then
has to inquire before he is told what is the matter. More com-
plete disregard of what is related as having taken place at Mizpah
could not be im1gined. On the other hand, the entire consonance
of this chapter and g'-10" is evident, and the author seems to
have foreshadowed this event when he says: do as the occasion
serves, for God is with thee (10°).

The resemblance between this passage and some of the early
narratives of the Book of Judges is plain. The integrity of the
piece has suffered in vv. %, as will be shown.

1-3. The invasion and the terms offered. — 77 came to pass in
about a montk] the readingis that of &. — Nahash the Ammonite)
he is called later, %ing of the Bné Ammon. The name means
Serpent, cf. 2 S. 17® and Nahshon, Ex. 6®. This Nahash livgd
uatil some time after David was settled in Jerusalem, 2 S. 10
The Ammonites were kindred of Israel (Gen. 19®®), but always
troublesome neighbours, cf. Moore on Jd. 11%. In the theory of
the Israelitic writers they occupied the desert east of Gilead,
Dt. 2"%% but they are represented as claiming the territory
as far as the Jordan. Prebably they were not scrupulous about
an ancestral title, but like the Bedawin of the present day asserted
themselves wherever they had the power.— And besieged Jabesh
Gilead] lit. encamped upon. But where the Bedawin encamp
upon a territory they destroy it; and while unable to undertake a
formal siege, they quickly reduce a walled town to submission by
depriving it of supplies, 2 K. 25. Jabesh is mentioned Jd. 21 1 -
S. 311 2 S. 2*% 212 and in Chronicles. It is pliced by Eusebius
six miles from Pella on the road to Gerasa, and is now generally
identified with Ed-Deir on the Wady Yabis, which appears to
preserve the ancient name. The men of Jabesh are willing to
become tributaries. — Make terms with us thatwe may serve thee]
the Bedawin frequently reduce the towns of the oases to the con-
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dition here in mind, receiving a percentage of all crops. The
case of Khaibar when it surrendered to Mohammed is in point.
The covenant here asked is evidently imposed by the stronger
party, cf. Jos. 9 ; but it naturally binds him to cease from further
molestation when it has once been ratified. —2. The reply of
Nahash: On this stipulation I will make terms with you : the
boring out of every man's right eye] lit. by boring out for you every
right eye. Josephus supposes the intention to be to make them
unfit for war. But the Bedawy's motive is probably no deeper
than the pleasure of insulting an enemy : Zhereby I will put igno-
miny on all Israel] the disgrace of Jabesh would be a gibe in the
mouth of all Israel’s enemies, cf. 17'% —8. A respite of seven
days is asked : That we may send messengers through all the terri-
tory of Israel, and if there be none to save us we will come out to
thee. At the end of the verse @& adds that they sent out the
messengers, but such complementary insertions are not infrequent.

1. Kal é&yerifn &s perd pfiva &\B; xal éyévero werd ufira Huepdv GL
evidently represents a variant of @3 *™ which is found in 3 at the end
of the preceding verse and there supposed to mean: and ke was like one
holding his peace, that is, in reference to the scoffs of the crowd. But it is
difficult to see why the author should make a comparison when it would be
more natural to say directly and ke held kis peace. The reading of @& is restored
in the form @-n2> ' by Th. and adopted by most later scholars. The form
o-nes is possible, as we see from Gen. 38% »>zp>, but as the 12 is superfluous
I think 2-n w> more probable. On the identification of Jabesh Gilead, Eu-
sebius in OS. 268; Moore, Judges, p. 446, who cites the recent authorities.
— 3 5"77)] the usual formula, Jos. 916 24% 2 S, §3 2 K. 114, The term
seems to have originated in the cutting apart of a victim, cf. WRSmith, Re/.
Sem. pp. 297, 461; Doughty, II. p. 41; Valeton in ZAT . 12, p. 227 ff.; and
Kraetschmar, Die Bundesvorstelling im AT. (1896).—$. nxra] apparently
the 3 of price. After &% 13 MSS. and &BL add rv3. But the omission
makes no difficulty.-— =% p13] v 7§ éopdtac udr &BL. That they should
do the mutilating themselves would be a refinement of cruelty. But the Bed-
awy might not so regard it.— =) is used of the ravens picking out the eye,
Prov. 30'7; the Piel in the same sense Jd. 16?!. — 2'\np> ] &AB seems to omit
the suffix. — 5] omitted by &B.—8. p:] &rdpes &; the latter is favoured
by Bu. on the ground of v.l. But the conformity is more likely to be the result
of correction by a scribe than the dissimilation.— % A7) cf. 2 K. 4?27, The
protasis with pa-ow is followed by perfect with waw consecutive as in Ex. 222
Num. 27°. The fact that s has a participle under its government does not
make the sentence different from those cited. — y'»1c] with the accusative,
as in 14% Jd. 6%.

-
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4-7s, The reception of the message by Saul. — The mes-
sengers came % Gibeah of Saul] the town seems to have gone by
this name later, Is. 10%. There were several other towns which
bore the name Gibeah. @& has, # Gibeak to Saul, which is contra-
dicted by what follows. — Z%e people wept aloud] Jd. 2* 212 1 S,
30' 2 S. 13%.— 5. Saul was just coming after the oxen from the
Jield] as already noticed, the messengers made no inquiry for Saul,
no care was taken to send for him, no special attention was paid
to him when he came in sight, but he was left to find out the
cause of the commotion by questioning the people. All this
shows that it was not on account of Saul that the messengers came
to Gibeah.—8. And the Spirit of Yahwekh] so is probably to be
read with & and some MSS. of 3, favoured also by T.— And
his wrath became very hof] in Jd. 14" also the Spirit of Yahweh
is the efficient cause of wrath.— 78, And ke took a yoke of oxen
and cut them tn pieces] the verb is used of cutting up a sacrificial
victim, 1 K. 18%% and elsewhere; in one instance it describes
the cutting up of a human body Jd. 19® 20% In this latter case
also the pieces are sent throughout all Israel. The threat can-
veyed is: Whoever comes not forth after Saul, so shall his oxen
de treated] Ewald’s theory that the oxen were slain as a sacrifice
is without support in the text. The clause, and affer Samuel, is
probably a later insertion.

8. w3] is apparently the participle. —=p3] is the ploughing cattle, so that
Saul had been tilling his field. Classic parallels for the king cultivating his
own fields are given in Poole, Sy»nopsis. —8. nos™] the same verb in 105, —
oox] some MSS, have mm which is favoured also by &. wowa X7, wows

Qr¢; the latter is more vigorous.—%mww “nw] is a redactional insertion
(Co.).

7o-11. The deliverance. — A terror from Yahwek fell upon the
people and they gathered as one man] the terror was a fterror of
Yahweh in that he sent it. Its object was Saul ; the people were
afraid to disobey. For they gathered &, they went out is given by
39. —8. Bezck, the place of muster, is identified with Khirbet
Zbzik, “ thirteen miles northeast from Shechem on the road down
to Bethshan” (G. A. Smith, Geog. p. 336). The location is well
suited to be the starting-point in this expedition, being nearly
opposite Jabesh Gilead. The enormous numbers — zte Bné
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Israel 300,000 and the men of Judak 30,000 — are to be judged
like similar data elsewhere, cf. Jd. 20°. —9. And ke said] Saul is
the subject (&): Zo-morrow deliverance will come to you when the
sun grows hot] Saul had detained the messengers until he could
give a definite answer. The people of Jabesh naturally rejoiced
-at receiving the assurance.—10. To keep the besiegers in false
security, the men of Jabesh promise to come out to them on the
next day : And you shall do to us whatever you please] lit. accord- -
ing to all that is good in your eyes,cf. 3 14%% 2 S, 10" Jd. 19™. —
11. The morrow began at sunset of the day on which the message
was sent, so the army doubtless marched all night as Josephus says.
Saul divided his troops into three columns as did Gideon, Jd. 7%,
and Abimelech Jd. g®. The advantage of attacking on different
sides at the same time is obvious. — And they came into the midst
of the camp] the attack was not discovered until the Israelites
were already in the midst of the scattered camp. The morning
watck is mentioned also Ex. 14 ; the night was divided into
three watches, notice the middle watch, Jd. 7°.— And they smote
Ammon until the heat of the day and there was . ..] the word is
probably corrupt. What we expect is a statement that there was
a great slaughter or a great panic. Zhey scattered and there were
not left two fogether.

NoOTE. — The reason for rejecting the numbers in v.8 is that in the time of
Deborah the total fighting strength was 40,000 men, Jd. 58, and under great
stress Barak was able to bring only ten thousand into the field. There is no
reason to suppose that Israel had greatly increased since that time; the
Philistine oppression indicates the reverse, The later account of Saul’s cam-
paigns makes the impression that he at no time commanded a large force. On
the other hand, the ease with which numbers increase in size on paper is seen
from @& here which doubles the 300,000 of ¥, while Josephus raises it to
700,000.

7b, w3n] does not give a bad sense, but as & renders 53, this is restored
by We,, al.; the phrase wnx ©'x> is used with verbs meaning /o gatker, Jd. 20t
Ezra 3! Neh. 8'; nowhere with wx3*.—8. A Bezek is mentioned in Jd. 14
where it would be supposed to be in Judah. @& seems to have read in
Ramak, which however was early corrupted to Bamak or Bala (). The
identification of our Bezek with K%irbet Ibzik is as old as the fourteenth
century, cf. Moore on Jd. 15, —9. voxn] xal elrer &AB is apparently correct,
—23na] on> Qr¢ fixes the point of time more exactly. —10. ©3v 'zix “oRw]
& adds /0 Nakash the Ammonite and something of the kind seems necessary.
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But I suspect the original realing to have been only mmb yoen and that the
second word was corrupted to s=3x.  For awn=bz, @B gives simply 76 dya6b»,
and the shorter reading is to be preferred. — 11. 2'»x7] of the divisions of the
army, Jd. 718 93443 1 S, 1317, On the double accusative, Dav., Synfax, § 76.
For Ammon & gives sons of Ammon which accords with almost uniform usage.
— 3»x237] can be construed (cf. 101! 2 S, 2%), but it is extremely awkward.
Some relief is given by changing " to 271*, but the corruption is probably
deeper.

12-15. The installation of S8aul. — The people demand Saul
as king, and, going down to Gilgal, they celebrate a feast of coro-
nation — except that we hear nothing of a crown.

The paragraph has been worked over to fit the present com-
posite narrative. Samuel probably had no place in the original
document — the related section, g’~10'", makes him only the seer
of a single town. There is no reason why he should accompany
Saul to the war or why he should officiate at his public recogni-
tion. Butin vv.?*™ we find Samuel acting as leader and recog-
nized authority. There is reason to suppose, therefore, that these
verses in their present shape are the redactional bonds between
the two streams of narrative. Verse ¥, on the other hand, may
be a fragment of the original narrative, but something must have
stood between it and v." '

12-15. The evidences of adaptation to the present situation found in vv.12-14
are emphasized by We. (Comp. p. 243) and Stade (G V/. 1. p. 212). The three
verses are regarded as an interpolation by Co. (£in/3. p. 100), and Bu. (RS.
p. 173). Driver specifies only v.!¢ as redactional (LO7°S, p. 176).

12. Who is he who says: Saul shall not reign over us?) the
negative is omitted in the current Hebrew, but found in &3T as
well as some MSS. —13. And Saul said] the traces of a reading
and Samuel said are of no value. Saul’'s magnanimity is the
point of the reply. — Not a man shall be put to death] the verb
in this form is generally used of inflicting death as a penalty. —
14. Samuel proposes to go to Gilgal and renew the kingdom
there] there is no reason to suppose that the Gilgal here men-
tioned is any but the well-known sanctuary in the Jordan valley,
not far from Jericho (Jos. 4 ® Jd. 2'). The word renew the king-
dom is a palpable allusion to the preceding account, and therefore
redactional. On the other hand, Gilgal seems to belong to the
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main stratum, for otherwise the people would have been invited
again to Mizpah. —18. Zhey made Saul king] the verb is the
same used in 8%. — There before Yakweh in Gilgal] the repeated
mention of Gilgal seems superfluous, but is perhaps intended to
bring out the importance of the occasion. — Zhey sacrificed there
sacrifices, peace offerings] the phrase sacrifices of peace offerings
is more common. The rendering peace offerings is conventional,
as the original meaning of the word is unknown. It designates
the offerings in which the greater part of the flesh forms a sacrifi-
cial meal. The rejoicing before Yahwek is a prominent element
in early worship.

18. 742 he>] may possibly bew question without the interrogative particle,
but of the examples cited as parallel some, at least, do not belong here. Either
the  or the negative has dropped out; and as the latter has external authority
(BRT) it seems best to restore it. Kl.’s conjecture: Rarther let Sheol rule
over us ! may be cited as a curiosity.—18. Swx>] Zapovi\ @B is a mere cleri-
cal error.—14. Gijgn/ in this passage might be supposed to be the Gilgal in
Mt. Ephraim, 2 K. 21. But elsewhere in the Books of Samuel the Gilgal in the
Jordan valley is intended. So in 10* where ~ is appropriate only to the
lower site, cf. 1312 The name (usually written or pointed with the article)
means e circle and designated a circle of sacred stones, a cromlech, cf. Dr.
on Dt. 11®’, Moore on Jd. 21. For the location we have Jos, 41% %, Eusebius
OS. p. 243, Baedeker Pal2. p. 167.— > ] the Piel seems to occur in late
passages. Kl tries to make it mean /er us inaugurate the kingdom, so
avoiding reference to the earlier anointing. But this is not supported by any
other passage. —15. 1™2v] @ reads: xal ¥xpiwer Zapuovi éxei [7d» ZaodA]
els BacAéa. The shorter text seems original.—3'tb>] may be the offerings
which show the undisturbed relations which exist between God and the wor-
shipper, Stade, G V/. 1. p. 496. @ inserts xal before the word here.

XII. Samuel's farewell address. — Samuel addresses the peo-
ple, protesting his integrity during a long career. The people
bear him witness. He then reviews Yahweh’s dealings with Israel
from the time of Moses, and enumerates their backslidings, the
punishments which had followed, and the deliverances which
came when they cried to Yahweh. In spite of this experience
they had not trusted Yahweh in the recent danger from Nahash,
but had demanded a king. If they and their king should fear
Yahweh, it might yet be well. But if they should Le rebellious,

king and people would be destroy:d. In evidence of the truth
G
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of his words he offers a miracle, and Yahweh sends it in the shape
of a thunderstorm, though the season is wheat harvest. The
people are terrified, and confess that the demand for a king is
another in their list of sins. Samuel encourages them that Yahweh
will not reject them, but repeats his warning against defection.

The contrast in thought and style between this section and the
preceding is obvious, and equally obvious is its resemblance to
7, 8, and 10", OQutside the Books of Samuel the nearest paral-
lel is Jos. 24 — Joshua’s farewell address. The present chapter
seems to be less original than that, and is possibly framed after it
as a model. The thought and language remind us of the frame-
work of the Book of Judges, and there is no violence in the sup-
position that this address once closed the account of the period
of the Judges, as Joshua's farewell address closed the account of
the conquest of Canaan. In this case the author who set forth
his scheme of history in Jd. 2"-3°% and repeated it in Jd. 10*%,
closed his book (or this scction of the history of Israel) with this
chapter as a retrospect.

On the relation between this section and the framework of the Book of
Judges, sce Moore, /udyes, p. xxiii,  Graf’s theory that this was the closing
section of the pre-Deuteronomiz Judges seems disproved by the style and
vocabulary, as does Bu's (A'S. p. 183) that it belongs to E? which he puts
before 650 B.c. The question i important enough to warrant a somewhat
detailed examination of the usage of the section. We should first notice that
Bu. strikes out a number of clauses as Deuteronomistic expansions.  But there
seems to be no evidence for such a working over of the chapter as this would
imply. Leaving thesc in the text we note the following affinities: 1. nypze
©3%n2] frequent in D, —8, 030% 837z Gen. 4815 (E). —8. nez] frequent
in Sam. and Psalms. —~pep] Lev. 19'8 Dt. 24'* 289, frequent in Ezek. and
the second Isaiah. —*n¥~] in connexion with p=y in Dt. 285 Am. 4! and in
many confessedly late authors. — 0> npS] Num. 35%¢ (P) Am. 512 —2wpw
5] Lev. 20'. —4. nowz] Gen. 392 408 (J) Num. 223 (E) Dt. 138, —

rs nowhere eclse, but nearly parallel are those passages in
object is made witness to a declaration, as Jos. 22% (P)
—-8. n=] of appointing men to a work, 1 K. 123! 2 K. 218
«— Moses and Aaron] usually associated in P and Chr.,
historical or prophetical books except here — Moses, Aaron,
uds by itself (Mic. 6¢). — a%;n] of the deliverance from Egypt
M Jer. 16 237 al. and in redactional passages.—7. w3 n]
101, — npzxi] in this sense Jer. 2% Ezek. 203 Joel 42 and
:s.— i mps] Jd. 51 and, with a different shade of mean-
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ing, Mic. 65.—8. o™$p 3pp» 3] Gen. 468 Ex. 1! (both P).— mmbi pym]
a standing phrase of the Deuteronomistic redactor of Jd.; cf. 1 S. 759 815, —
cuvov] Lev. 23% Ezek. 36185, —9, w3 ~oon] Jd. 21 3% 42 107.—10. uxon
uay 2] Jd. 100, arp is used of forsaking the true God, Jd. 101%13 Dt, 28%
3118 Jer. 1611 and often in Kings. — 0¥5y3n] Jd. 21, cf. 218 where the Ashtaroth
are brought in as here.—11, o>a'x vr] 2 K, 173, — 31305 2>*2'x] Dt. 1219
251 Jos. 23! Jd. 2 8%, — 3 13wm] Dt. 1219, —18. oashp man] Is. 338 431,
—14. mav-nr wn-ar] Dt. 6% 13 10% Jos, 241, — a1 o~k Mon] Num., 20%
2714 (P) Dt. 1248 g2 1 K, 1329, —15. 033 mm~v nmm] Ex. ¢8 (J) Dt. 218
Jd. 215 1 S, 718, —16. 02y5 Azy] Dt. 130 43 291 Ex. 72 (E). —17. m% o]
Ex, 9B (E). — YwY omwy k] the infinitive with %, specifying more nearly
what is meant by a preceding noun, is found Gen. 18¥ (R) Dt. 918 Jd. ¢® (E)
2 S. 1310 1 K. 16 Neh. 137. —19. 7y3 *onn] Gen. 20 (E) Dt. 9, frequent
in Jer.—20. inxo von~5x] 2 K. 188 2 Chr. 34%. —81. wn] notoriously a
late word, applied to false gods in Is. 4129, —oyn=x5] Is, 441° Jer. 28 al. —
23, " o] Jd. 618 Is, 28 Jer. 127 Ps. 941t —ww 3p3] cf. Jos. 7° Is. 48°
Ezek. 20% 148, —ma bwn] 2 S, 79 and the parallel 1 Chr. 1727 Job 6% —
To make you a people for himself] does mot occur elsewhere in this exact
wording, but the idea is frequent in Dt. —88. 7773 smwm] Ps. 258 2711 328,
—24. The first half of the verse is nearly the same as Jos. 241, — With all
your keart] Jer. 2918 Joel 213, frequent in Dt. with the addition and wizk all
your soul.—3dpy Sun] Ps. 126%3.—85. 0 yan] 1 Chr. 211, —won]
Gen. 195 ¥ 1 S, 261° 271 Num. 16%.

It must be evident that the passage shows dependence on Dt. and acquaint-
ance with Jer., Ezek., and possibly later writers. The identification with E2
does not therefore seem well grounded, and Graf’s theory also falls to the
ground. That the author is acquamnted with 11 is seen from his allusion to
Nahash.

1-5. Samuel resigns his office. — He opens his speech by stat-
ing the situation : 7 have hearkened to your voice . . . and have
appointed a king over you: Now, behold! the king is walking
before you] the king is thought of as a shepherd walking before
his flock. A paraphrase is Num. 27'* (P). The kingless people
are sheep without a shepherd. The Homeric parallel is well
known.— But as for me I am old and gray and my sons are
among you] already mature men who show that their father is
advancing in years. Any other reason cannot be imagined for
the mention of the sons here.— And I have walked before you
Jrom youth until this day] as Saul is now to do—the people
walk at the heels of the leader, 257.—3. A challenge as to his
own fidelity: Here am I’ Testify against me] the phrase is
generally used of a witness who testifies to a crime. The ques-
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tions which follow are, perhaps purposely, cast in rhythmical form
with assonance at the end :

Eth shor mi lakdhti

Wa-kamor mi lakdhti

We-cth mi *ashditi

Eth mi raggdthi

U-miyyad mi lakditi képher.

The tendency of the prophets to cast their oracles in poetic form
is illustrated elsewhere. The questions all refer to judicial hon-
esty, which has always been rare in the East. Frequent enact-
ments and exhortations in the Old Testament testify to the venality
of the judges in Israel. Samuel asks: Whose ox have I taken?
Or whose ass have I taken? He then puts the more general
questions : Whom have I oppressed?  Whom have I mallreated ?
The verbs are elsewhere joined to describe the oppression of the
weak by the powerful. Or from whose hand have I taken a gift,
that I might blind my e¢yes with it? The different reading of &
will be discussed below. The verb meaning 4/ind is found Lev. 20*
2 K. 47 Is. 1" Ezek. 22% That a gift bhinds the clear-sighted is
declared Ex. 235 cf. Dt. 16®. Zestify against me, and I will restore
it fo you! Such seems the best reading. And 1 will answer you,
which has been proposed, does not seem appropriate, and would
require an additional word. —4. The people acquit Samuel, in
the words which he himself has used. — 5. He solemnly concludes
his attestation by making Yahweh and the king witness: Yakwek
is wilness and his anointed is witness] the king as the anointed of
Yahweh meets us in several instances in the later history. Doubt-
less the anointing has consecrated the king so that he is appropri-
ately introduced in this connexion. — 7hat ye¢ have not found in
my hand anything] that would be a cause of accusation. — And
they said : He is witness] confirmatory of what Samuel has just
said. The assertion is made of Yahweh only, who is the principal
person.

1. S graowmazxe N4 is superfluous, but this author is diffuse throughout.
—8. -z s lacking in $. —x ] is somewhat emphatic — Saswl is now
your leader, but I for my part have been your leader a long time.—8. 3 ;)
Ex. 20'% Num. 353 Dt. 19%%. Before each clause of the second couplet &
inserts the conjunction or (= ). —13 '35y ;] seems to be perfectly good
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Hebrew. @AB reads xal dxddnua; éxoxpifnre xar’ duot. As pointed out by
Cappellus (Critica Sacra, p. 265), this must represent *3 wy >>;3. This is
adopted as original by Th., We., Dr., Ki., and has influenced Sirach (469),
as pointed out by Schleusner, 7%esaurus, s.v. txé5nua (the reading is found
in the newly discovered Hebrew fragments). A shoestring is proverbial for a
thing of little worth, Gen. 143, as it is in Arabic (Goldziher in Jour. Assyr,
VIL p. 296). But the cobrdination %;01 03 for a bribe cven a pair of shoes
seems strange. We should expect at least o' by, or @v5;3 v (KL)., For
this reason it seems best to retain #). It has been supposed that the pair of
shoes in Am. 28 is & symbol of transfer of real estate, in which case oy >
might mean gifs of moncy or deeds of real estate; and this may be the origin
of the Syriac text of Sirach quoted by Dr., gif? or present. After 1 35 we
may, however, restore *3 v: (Bu.), the phrases being so much alike that
one was easily lost; | is conflate. — 8. At the end of the verse “=x" A7 would
be possible, but to the solemn adjuration we should expect the whole people
to reply. The margin of the Massoretic edition, therefore, emends to vown,
which is found in the text of somz editions, and is represented in GILT.

6-12. The historical retrospect. — Samuel recites the benefits
received from Yahweh and the people’s ingratitude in return.
The beginning of the paragraph is obscure from corruption of
-the text. We find in ¥ only Yakweh who appointed Moses and
Aaron, which is then left without predicate. Fairly satisfactory
is the reading of &: Witness is Yahwek, though it may not be
the original. — Who appointed Moses] is the accepted transla-
tion, though who wrought with Moses is possible, and is perhaps
favoured by the following verse.— 7. And now take your stand
that I may plead with you concerning all the just deeds of Yahwel]
this, the text of 3, seems to give a good sense. The expanded
text of &, that 1 may plead with you and make known to you
(generally adopted), seems to be secondary. The reading of ¥
is supported by Ezek. 17®. —8. The historical sketch proper now
begins, taking the sojourn in Egypt as the starting-point: When
Jacob came to Egypt the Egyptians oppressed them] the second
clause has dropped out of 3, but is preserved in &.— And your
Sathers cried to Yahwek and Yahwek sent Moses and Aaron to
bring out your fathers, and made them dwell in this place] this is
to be preferred to and they made them dwell 8, * which is just
what Moses and Aaron did not make them do” (Dr.).—9. The
deliverance was followed by ingratitude : Zhey forgot Yahwek their
God, and he sold them into the hand of Sisera] the phrase is often
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used of God’s delivering over his people into the power of their
enemies. It is evidently connected with the prophetic view of
Israel as Yahweh'’s spouse whom for her adulteries he sold into
slavery. The list of oppressors here, Sisera, the Philistines, the
king of Moab, does not pretend to follow the order of the Book
of Judges.—10. The repentance and confession, followed by a
prayer for forgiveness, make use of the language of Jd.10°. On
the Baals and the Astartes, cf. above, 7% —11. Yahweh had sent
as deliverers Jerubbaal and Barak and Jephthak and Samuel]
Barak is adopted from @ instead of the Bedan of 1§, a name not
otherwise known except in the genealogical list 1 Chr. 7. As
the present passage is wholly dependent on the Book of Judges,
it is unlikely that it has preserved for us the name of a deliverer
otherwise unknown. Rabbinical ingenuity has identified Bedan
with _Jair, Jd. 10% and Samson. The introduction of Samuel into
the list occasions no surprise, for the author makes him no whit
below the greatest of the judges; and the very point of the argu-
-ment is that they had just rebelled against him. There is, there-
fore, no reason for changing the text at this point. — And delivered
you from the hand of your ememies round about and you dwelt in
security] almost exactly as in Dt. 12". The point of view is pal-
pably the same as that of 7'*.—12. The author is so dominated
by his idea that he represents the attack of Nahash as the occa-
sion of the demand for a king: You saw that Nakash king of
Ammon came against you] Bu. thinks the words a later insertion,
but they seem necessary to the sense. — And you said fo me : No /
but a king shall rule over us, when Yahweh your God is your king]
the point of view distinctly affirmed.

8. m™] so isolated cannot be right: Aéywy udprus xiépios & represents
a7 7y "ox% which is now generally adopted. % has Yakwek alone is God
and @ adds & feds to xdpios. It is possible therefore that the original was
oben an M which is more appropriate to this fresh start in the speech. —
nx nwy] the verb is unusual in the sense of appointing to a work, but the
combination occurs just below of working with one. The rendering of T:
who did great things by the hand of Moses is probably only a paraphrase. —
7. NP5 nx] @ prefixes xal drayyeAd duiv on the ground of which most
recent editors insert 355 nvanv.  But the case seems to be one in which the
more difficult reading should be retained. The plus is lacking in | (Cod. Gotk.
Leg. apud Vercellone).—8. o30] & adds xal érawelvwoer adrovs Alyvwros =
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o™sp oyn which is probably original (Dr.,, al.), as the omission can be ac-
counted for by homeoteleuton. On the other hand Jacob gnd his sons &,
instead of the simple Jacob, seems to be a scribe’s expansion. — w'sm] as the
emphasis is laid upon Yahweh’s activity all through, éfyayer &AL may be
right. More attractive however is the simple change of pointing to wsw
(We.) which makes the verb subordinate to the preceding.—13'2m] here
the singular is decidedly to be preferred (We.), supported by &%.—9. For
Hazor & has Jabin king of Hazor, adopted by We., Bu. The latter is in
accordance with Jd. 47, but the other is not so entirely without analogy as We.
supposes; cf. 1 K. 2%, —10. =oxn X7 read vckn Qré and versions, —
MInwyn] rois BAceaw @ as in 754 —11, Sp3v] as Jd. 8%; Deborak is read
here by & which inserts Gideon later. —173] has given the exegetes much
trouble, T renders it 1o on the theory that it represents |+ 12, as is given
by some of the Rabbinical expositors and set forth by Pseudo-Hieronymus in.
his Questiones (Hier. Up. Ed. Vallarsi, I1L. 814). Barak &% which is read.
by most recent scholars (ingJuding Keil) is the most suitable name. Ew.
(GVI3. 11. p. 514, Engl. Tr. IL. p. 364) revived an old conjecture mentioned
by Clericus and Michaelis that 4édon is the original name (cf. Jd. 1218). —
Swiow] Samson GLY which is adopted by Kl., owes its place to the theory
that Samuel would not put his own name here. But the writer found in
Samuel the climax of the address, and there is no reason for changing the
text or supposing “Rip»~2x1 to be a later insertion (Bu. and apparently Dr.), —
n33] the accusative of condition, Dav. Synfax, § 706.—18. 033> 23>0k man]
the clause is lacking in @. The view which it expresses is found also in Jd.
833 (cf. Moore’s note) and 1 S. 8.

13-18. The threat of punishment upon people and king in
case they turn aside from Yahweh, and its attestation by a miracle.
—18. And now] frequently marks a turn in the discourse or
draws a conclusion from what precedes, Jos. 24" 2 Jd. 9" Be-
hold the king which you have chosen] the received text adds which
you asked, lacking in &B. Even without it the verse is overfull.
And behold ! Yakweh has set over you a king] the desire has been
fulfilled. —14. The promise in case of obedience: Jf you fear
Yahwek . . . then you shall live] on the reading see the critical
note. —15. The alternative .threat uses the same expressions:
hearken to the voice, rebel against the mouth. The penalty threat-
ened is: then the hand of Yahwek will be against you and your
king fo destroy you] the text of ¥ has and against your fathers
which is absurd. —16. In confirmation of the prophet’s word
the people are to see ke great thing whick Yahweh is about to
do] namely, send a thuader-storm in summer.—17. s i¢ not
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wheat harvest to-day 7] the wheat is ripe after the barley, the first
of which is cut at Passover. In this season rain rarely falls in
Palestine.®* 7 will call upon Yahwek and he will send thunder and
rain] lit. voices and rain. The thunder is the voice of Yahweh,
Ps. 18" 29% The result will be their conviction of the great sin
they had committed in asking a king.—18. The event was as
‘Samuel had predicted. At his prayer the voices and the rain
came: and all the people feared Yahweh and Samuel.

18. onbxw vx] omitted in @B but represented in AL with a 1 prefixed,
as is the case in many MSS. of . The words are an insertion made to
counteract the impression that the people themselves had elected the king.
The shorter text is noted by Capp. Notae Criticae, p. 436, and is adopted by
most recent critics. — 3] the 1 is omitted by 9 MSS. (DeR.) and &, but the
latter is free in its treatment of the conjunctions. —14. The text of ¥ is usu-
ally taken as “a protasis ending with an aposiopesis” (Dr. Nofes) : /f ye fear
Yahweh . . . and follow . . . after Yahweh your God—the conclusion is
left to the thought of the hearer. But the protasis is unconscionably long, and
there is no such reason for the abrupt breaking off as we readily discover in
Ex. 3232 (Moses’ impassioned intercession). To begin the apodosis with orvm
is grammatically the correct thing to do, but it makes an identical proposition :
if you fear Yahweh . . . then you will follow Yakweh. @ feels the difficulty,
for it adds at the end of the sentence xal éfereirac duds, which, however, has
no other authority. We. gives on'mi as the reading of certain Hebr. MSS. and
in one recension of & we find 'n-*, though DeR. denies the manuscript au-
thority and finds that of the version slight. As a conjecture the reading rec-
ommends itself, even without any external authority. I have therefure adopted
it, omitting the clause oovx miny 7w, which was probably added after the
corruption to a~*m had taken place (so Kl.). That the people may /ive is
frequently given as the end of obedience, Dt. 4! Am. g}, — 15. t>naxm] is
evidently unsatisfactory: wal éxl 7dv Baciréa Ju@v @B is what we require.
But &L is probably right in adding ¢foAcbpeioar duas = S31ann®, for this alone
could give rise to the corrupt reading. The text of & is adopted by K., Bu.
Tanchum and Kimchi make 0>'n3x3) mean and upon your kings, but this is
forced. TS translate: as it was upon your fathers, and are followed by EV.
—but this does violence to the Hebrew.—16. nry-o1] is used for variety,
an having been twice used. — 17. wm] the imperative expressing the conse-
quence of the preceding verb, cf. Gen. 207, Konig, Syntax, 364 i. — >we"]
where we should say in asking. This construction is not uncommeon in
Hebrew, cf. Kénig, Syntax, 402x. The clause which ye have done in the eyes
of Yalweh is lacking in §. —18. 7xc] is differently placed in ) and &, and

¢ Jerome, in his commentary on Amos 47, is cited by Clericus, but he says only
that he has never seen rain in the latter part of June or in July.
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therefore suspicious. We have had occasion to notice that such words are of
easy insertion.

19-25. The people’s confession and Samuel’s concluding ex-
hortation. — The people, in fear of death because of this crowning
sin, beseech Samuel’s intercession : Pray for thy servants fo Yak-
weh thy God] that Samuel stands in a special relation to Yahweh
is evident from the language.—20. He encourages them: ¥z,
indeed, have done this evil, only do not turn aside from following
Yahwek] 2 Chr. 257 34™. —21. And do not turn aside after the
nothings] the word must be taken collectively on account of the
verbs which follow : Whick do not profit and do not deliver, for they
are nothing] the language is that of Second Isaiah.—22. They
have reason to be hopeful: For Yahweh will not cast away
his people for the sake of his great name] for the verb cf. Jd. 6™
and now Yahweh has cast us off. That Yahweh will save his peo-
Ple for kis name's sake is a comparatively late conception, Jos. 7°
(P). That his reputation will suffer if he rejects them is evident :
For Yahweh has undertaken to make you a people for himself ] on
the main verb cf. Moore, Judges, p. 47. — 28. The prophet will do
his part: For my part— far be it from me that I should sin against
Yahweh, that I should cease to pray for you] to neglect his media-
torial opportunity would be to sin against both parties.—24. The
condition is that they should serve Yahweh with steadfastness:
For you see what a great thing he has wrought in your presence)
not for you, as in EV. The reference is to the miracle just wit-
nessed. — 25. In case of persistence in evil they and their king
shall be destroyed; the verb is used of being killed in battle 1 S.
26" 27" and probably looks forward to Saul’s death at Gilboa.

19. 227] xal xaxfas Husr @'-; we expect rather nir nyn. —90. 53] is
lacking in @L. —81. *>] is entirely meaningless (We., Dr.) and is not rep-
resented in the versions. A scribe may have written v»nx2 under the influ-
ence of the preceding verse and afterwards tried to make it fit here by chang-
ing the first letter to '3,—$28, Swn] juravis &, indicates nx=, but no change
is necessary. —28. o 01] the casus pendens, Dr. Tenses®, § 196, Dav. Syn-
tax, § 106. — 1o *» a%n] is a common construction: it is foo profane a thing
Jor me to do, cf. Jos. 248, — 73 porw nvvm] cf. Ps. 25812 328 Prov. 4'.
— ™3] should probably be pointed with the article (K1, Bu.). —24. a]
on the form Stade, Gram. 111, 2.— 4. With all your heart; & prefixes and.
— W7 0] §7i efBere @ = DN v, is certainly smoother.
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XIII. and XIV. The revolt against the Philistines and the
first successful attack. — Jonathan, Saul’s son, opens the war for
independence by slaying the resident of the Philistines. The
enemy immediately invade the country and take up a strong posi-
tion whence they ravage the land. Saul’s force melts away until
he has only six hundred men left and does not feel able to attack.
At this juncture, Jonathan with his adjutant makes a foolhardy
assault upon a detached post of the Philistines. His success
throws their main camp into confusion. The commotion is visible
to Saul who, without waiting for the answer of the oracle (which
he has begun to consult), musters his men and leads them against
the foe. He is reénforced by deserting Hebrews from the Philis-
tine camp, and the day is spent in pursuing and plundering.
The success is less proneunced than it might have been, because
Saul lays a taboo on the eating of food. Thereby the people
become too faint for successful pursuit, and, when the day ends,
fall upon the captured cattle in such haste as to eat with the
blood. Saul therefore commands a large stone to be used as
an altar, and the animals are slain at it without further ritual
offence.

The sequel is unexpected to Saul, for, on consulting the oracle
with reference to a night attack, he receives no reply. He under-
stands that Yahweh is angry because of the violation of the taboo.
The guilty party is sought by the sacred lot and discovered to be
Jonathan. He confesses that he ate a little honey in ignorance
of his father's objurgation, and avows his willingness to die. But
the people intervene and redeem him. There is by this time no
thought of further warfare, and the campaign terminates without
decisive advantage to either side.

This is the main narrative. It is interrupted (besides minor
interpolations) by two digressions ; one (13*%) gives us at Gilgal
an interview between Samuel and Saul in which the latter is in-
formed of his rejection; the second (13'™%2) describes the dis-
armed condition of Israel. At the end of the section (14) we
find a general summary of Saul’s activity which may have been
added by a later hand. Aside from these, the story is clear and
connected, and we have no difficulty in identifying it as a part of
the life of Saul which began in g'-10%,
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There is substantial unanimity in the analysis,* and in the connexion of the
main stream of the narrative with the earlier account of Saul’s election. The
reason for regarding the sections separated above as of later date than the rest
of the story, lie on the surface, but will be pointed out in detail in the course
of the exposition. The student may be referred to We., Comp. pp. 246248,
Prol3, pp. 266-272; Stade, GV/. L. p. 215 fI.; Kuenen, HCCB. pp. 371, 381;
. Budde, &S. pp. 191 f., 204-208, and his text in SBO7.; Comill, £inl8, p.
97 ., ZATW. X. p. 96 {.; Kittel, GH. II. p. 28 (the results in his translation
in Kautzsch, #SA7.); Driver, LOZ7', p. 175; W. R. Smith, 07/C?2. p. 134.

1. The verse as it stands in 3 is meaningless and evidently
a late insertion. — 2. There seems no difficulty in connecting this
verse directly with 11, As soon as Saul was made king he re-
cruited an army of three thousand men: and two thousand were
with Saul in Michmash and in Mount Bethel] we naturally sup-
pose each place garrisoned with a thousand. Michmash still bears
its ancient name, and is a village on the north side of a narrow val-
ley south of which lies Geba. The location is given by Eusebius
and Jerome as nine miles from Jerusalem near Ramah. The sides
of the wady on which it is located are still very steep. Bethel, now
Beifin, the well-known sanctuary, was, like Michmash, a strong-
hold. Both were occupied by armies in the Maccabean wars.
The two places are mentioned together, Ezr. 2¥¢ Neh. 7 11,
— And the rest were with Jonathan his son in Geba of Benjamin]
the confusion of Gibeah and Geba is so obvious in this chapter
that I have corrected to the one form throughout. Geba was the
village just across the pass from Michmash, and the two together
must be held in order to command the pass. For the location cf.
Is. 10® which, however, makes evident that in Isaiah’s time Geda
and Gibeak of Saul were two different places; for after Michmash
it mentions in order Geba, Ramah, and Gibeah of Saul. That
Geba is intended in our narrative is evident from its mention in
the immediate sequel. After the choice of his soldiers, Saul dis-
missed the rest of the people to their homes.—3. Jonathan smote
the Resident of the Philistines] the verb seems to imply that it
was a person, not a trophy or pillar, that was smitten. The rest
of the verse: And the Philistines heard; and Saul blew the
trumpet in all the land, saying: Let the Hebrews kear!] puts the

# [ should state that [ have differed from the consensus in regard to the extent
of the insertion which ends at v, s,
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name Hebrews in Saul’'s mouth, which cannot be correct. The
clause and the Philistines heard presents a further difficulty be-
cause Saul’s blowing of the trumpet should follow immediately
on Jonathan’s deed. For the last two words of the verse &
renders the slaves have revolfed in which the verb at least seems
to be original. But in this form, or in the form the Hebrews have
revolted, the clause must represent the report that came to the
Philistines. We are tolerably safe in restoring therefore : and the
Philistines heard [the report] saying: The Hebrews have revolted ]
the intermediate clause will then be suspicious, as a probably late
insertion. It is in fact superfluous, and the original narrative
probably described a prompt movement of the Philistines upon
Michmash, making Saul retreat to Geba, where we find him with
six hundred men in v.”%. This original datum has been expanded
into the exaggerated statement of v.5.

1. The verse as given in ¥ can mean only one thing: Sau/was a year old
when he began lo reign and he reigned two years over Israel] this is palpably
absurd. The earliest endeavour to give the words a sense seems to be re-
corded in @: Saul was innocent as a child a year old when ke began to reigm.
This is followed by Theod., and the earlier Rabbinical tradition, including the
spurious Jerome in the Questiones. Isaaki thinks it possible to render in fhe
first year of Saul's reign . . . he chose. RLbG. supposes that a year had
passed since his first anointing. Tanchum however knows of interpreters
bold enough to assume that a number has dropped out of the text. This has
very slight Greek authority on its side, as two MSS. of HP read Sau/ was
thirty years old. The whole verse is lacking in the most important MSS. of
& (A is defective here) and is therefore suspicious, The suspicion is not
relieved by noticing that the sentence is cast in the form of the chronological
data found in later parts of the history. It seems tolerably evident that a
scribe, wishing to make his chronology complete, inserted the verse withowt the
numbers, hoping to be able to supply these at a later date, which however he
was unable to do. This applies both to the years of Saul’s life and to the years
of his reign, for 34> 'nen cannot be correct, and not improbably s~z is cor-
rupt duplication of the following word (We.). Extended discussion of the
verse in the older expositors, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Schm., Pfeiffer (Dubia Vex-
ata) have now only an antiquarian interest. The whole verse should be
stricken out, —8. ©'¢“x] should be followed by > as indicated by @%. On
AMichmask, cf. Baedeker, Palestine3, p. 119, Furrer in Schenkel's Bibel Lexi-
kon, IV. p. 216. Mount Bethel occurs only here according to 3. On the
now generally accepted identification of Bethel with Beitin cf. Moore, Judges,
P- 42 The importance of the two places here mentioned is noted by
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GASmith, Geog® pp. 250, 290. As Jonathan has not been mentioned before,
the addition /s sos made by & has much in its favour.— 223 np313] in re-
gard to the place here intended, we may note that Jonathan's deed in the next
verse is performed at Geba. Moreover, the possession of Geba is important
to him who would control the road leading up from the Jordan valley. In
v.l) Saul and Jonathan are occupying Geba, which nevertheless is called
Gibeak of Benjamin in 14'%, It seems evident that Geba is intended through-
out this narrative. In the time of Isaiah however as already noted, Gibeah
of Saul was distinguished from Geba. — w5 x5 o] the phrase dates back to
the time when the people were nomads or at least tent-dwelling fellakin. —
8. 7] the verb is used nearly always of smiting living beings, once of strik-
ing the rock, Ex. 178, . But Jonathan would do more than strike a pillar, tro-
phy, or triumphal monument; he would overshrow it, for which some other
verb would be used; Am. g, which is cited as an example of this verb used for
the overthrow of columns, is obscure and probably corrupt. This reasoning
leads to the conclusion that 3+%; is an officer or a garrison. —3n@5p yoom
©3yn . . .] is one of the cruces criticorum. The somewhat violent treat-
ment advocated above proceeds on the theory that for the words ovv3pn oo :
#Berfixadiv oi SovAot @ we should restore 3*3;0 oo (Bu.). If so the words
(with or without v2x>) should follow immediately on o'nobp (Bu.). But in
that case the intermediate clause is suspicious. The full reason for its omis-
sion will be seen only after considering the next verse.

4-158. That this paragraph (at least the main part of it) is
from a different source is universally conceded. It is characterized
by having Gilgal as its scene instead of Geba. But Saul’s move-
ment from Geba to Gilgal would be, from the military point of
view, an insane step. The highlands were Israel’s stronghold.
To recover them when once abandoned would be practically im-
possible. In v.* we find Saul and Jonathan still in Geba with
their small force. The journey to Gilgal and back is made only
to accommodate the compiler. The change of scene is accom-
panied by a remarkable change of tone in the narrative. In the
opening verses Saul and Jonathan act as real rulers of the people.
In the following chapter they continue to act in the same way,
with no apparent consciousness that their kingdom has been
rejected. In the intervening paragraph Samuel appears as the
theocratic authority, and Saul is rebuked for having acted inde-
pendently. Even when he has waited seven days in accordance
with Samuel’s injunction, and when the cause of Israel is in jeop-
ardy because of the delay, he is chided for taking a single step
without Samuel’s presence and consent.
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The paragraph has usually been supposed a duplicate of ch. 15
and dependent upon that. It seems to me more probable that
this is the earlier and therefore the original, the first reason being
that it is more closely knit with the older narrative. Besides the
phenomena of v.*, it is distinctly prepared for in 10%. Only by
supposing this to be the earlier narrative can we account for Gilgal
as the scene of 15. For the author of that chapter assuredly
would have made Samuel depose Saul at Mizpah, the sanctuary
where he chose him, had he not found another locality specified
by history. It hardly seems likely, moreover, that an author who
knew the impressive and implacable narrative of 15 would feel any
obligation to compose the one before us. On the other hand, as
we have seen, the narrative of which 15 is a part was composed
to replace this one, and the author had every reason to duplicate
this section as he duplicated other scenes of the older story. It
would be desirable to him also (as he is much more distinctly a
preacher than the earlier author) to make clear the reason of Saul’s
rejection, which is, to say the least, only obscurely set before us
in the present narrative.

If it be taken as proved that we have here a separate document,
the question arises: Exactly where does it begin? Its lower
limit is evidently . But the upper limit is not so plain. It is
generally assumed to be ™ as we find in Budde’s text. To this
there seem grave objections. In the first place the gathering of
the people is already said to be at Gilgal in v.. This, to be sure,
may be corrected to Geba, or omitted. But Gilgal, as a place of
mustering the whole people, seems too natural so to be set aside.
Again we have the enormous numbers of the Philistines in v.5,
which clearly do not comport with the main narrative— in which
Saul operates with only six hundred men, and puts the enemy to
flight. In fact the author, having gathered all Israel, is obliged
to make them disperse to the caves and dens and carry with them
a large part of Saul’s standing army. That this could be sup-
posed possible before a single skirmish had taken place does not
seem credible in the author who exalts the valour of Jonathan.
To this we may add that the Gijal of v.* is confirmed by the
opening words of ™ which do not say that Saul came down to
Gilgal, but that he was s#/ there. For these reasons I suppose
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that the original narrative told : that Jonathan smote the resident
of the Philistines and that the Philistines heard of the Hebrew
revolt (%) ; that the Philistines came. up in force (*) ; and then
that Saul mustered the force at his command and found it to be
six hundred men (). The promptness with which the Philis-
tines acted was such that there was no time to call out the militia.

4-7. The sitnation of the people. — Probably the clause we
have cast out of v.? may be prefixed here : Sau/ blew the trumpet
in all the land (*) and all Israel heard saying: Saul has smitten
the Resident of the Philistines] it is probably not hypercritical to
see in the change from Jonathan to Saul an evidence of change
of author. — And also Israel has made stself of ill odour with the
Philistines] cf. Gen. 34 Ex. 5% 2 S, 10® 16®. That Gilgal is the
place of muster to this author has already been noticed, and cor-
rection or excision of the word is unnecessary.— 5. The force of
the Philistines is given as #kirty thousand chariots for which &
have three thousand. This is favoured by Bochart and others,
but is still absurdly large. Egypt only mustered six hundred
chariots, Ex. 147, and other notices show that this was the scale
for large armies. But our author is prodigal of numbers. Syrian
experience later showed that chariots could not be used in the
hill country of Palestine. — And people] that is foot soldiers, Zke
the sand whick is on the shore of the sea for multitude] cf. Jd. ¥
2 S. 17", The Arab’s hyperbole is similar: ‘like the sand of the
desert.’— They came up and camped in Michmash, east of Beth
Aven] Michmash lies about southeast from Bethel, which by a
stretch of the imagination might be described as it is described in
the text. Beth Aven seems-to be a scribe’s. distortion of Bezhel.
In any case, the author who had just spoken of Michmash and
Bethel together (v.?) would hardly have felt it necessary to be so
explicit here. — 8. And the men of Israel saw that they were in
a strait for they were hard pressed] the diffusiveness shows the
writer’s difficulty in accounting for the unaccountable dispersion
of the people.— And the people hid themselves in caves and in
holes and in rocks and in tombs and in pits] the list is an amplifi-
cation of what we find in 14", where however the sarcastic remark
of the Philistines does not imply that this elaborate statement has
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preceded. — 7. And much people] the reading is conjectural —
crossed the Jordan to the land of Gad and Gilead] well-known
districts in the possession of Israel. — But Saul was yet in Gilgal
. . .] the latter part of the verse cannot now be restored with any
certainty.

4. ywp>] is lacking in $ which joins Y%v2v=%1 to the preceding verse. —
wnd] fo give intense provocation, 2 S. 108 1631, — s+ ] xal arvéBnoav @B is
apparently inner Greek corruption of &veBéncar which is found in several
MSs. (HP). — %17an] supported by the versions, is exscinded by Bu., changed
into nnpain by Co. (ZKW. 1885, p. 123).—8. Bochart’s reduction of the
chariots to three thousand, in which he jncludes the baggage wagons (Aiero-
zoicon, Pars, 1. Lib. IL. Cap. IX.), though only a halfway measure, is adopted
by We,, Dr., al. — ¢ m3] & has Beth Horon, $ has Bethel. Nearly all the
passages in which the name occurs have a suspicious text. Certainly the
author who just wrote “x~av3 would have no motive to use a different form
here; for Beth Aven is another name for Bethel. —8. w~] Bu. corrects to
Axy on the ground of @&, which, however, can hardly be taken so literally in a
case like this.— ;7 w1 ] omit 377 with We,, al.; @B has b7¢ orevas avry
uh wpoodyew avrdv. It is possible that the text is corrupt, though what
Hebrew original is implied by @B is hard to discover. The verb w1 is used
of an overseer’s driving his slaves.—owna1] is doubtless a corruption of
o) as first suggested by Ew. — 3'n*x] the word is used (as pointed out by
Dr.) in the inscriptions of Medain Salih, for sepulchres hewn in the rock. —
7. "3y 0"3;] xal ol 3weBalvorres 3iéBnvay &. 1 am not certain that the
suggested reading 'y 0127 is not correct. But as the participle in such cases
usually follows the verb, I have followed Bu. in adopting Kl.'s conjecture,
™3y 37 oy We. proposed nm3;p 13 which was syntactically improved by
Dr. into m 330 a3y, The final clause of the verse cannot be correct. Nor
does We.’s emendation of »nx to raxd on the basis of @' meet the diffi-
culty. The flight of the people has already been described; what we now
want to know is who remained. KI. conjectures »wx Ay 977 which is
favoured by . I should prefer »vax 373 577 but do not feel certain that
either is correct.

8-152. Saul's rejection. — He waited in Gilgal seven days for
the appointed time which Samuel had set] the reference is to 10
where, as we have already seen, Samuel directs him to go down
to Gilgal and wait seven days for his coming. When Samuel did
not appear the peaple scattered away from him] as we should
expect, especially in a levy of undisciplined troops without com-
missary.—9. Saul orders the offering to be brought and himself
offered the burnt offering] war was initiated with religious cere-
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monies, as is indicated by the phrase consecrate war Jer. 64, al. —
10. As Saul finished the ceremony Samuel came and Saul went
out to greet him] with the customary: Blessed be thou ! is inti-
mated by the word used, cf. 2 K. 4®. —11. To Samuel’s question :
What hast thou done? he replies: I saw that the people were
scattering away from me, and thou didst not come al the appointed
term and the Philistines were gathering at Michmash] everything
seemed to call for prompt action; “non solum se excusat sed
omnes, quotquot potest, accusat.” * —12. And 7 said] he means
he said to himself: Now will the Philistines come down to me to
Gilgal and the face of Yahwek I have not appeased] by a gift, Ps.
452 ; the phrase is also used of approaching Yahweh with entreaty,
Ex. 32" 1 K. 13% — And I constrained myself] elsewhere in the
sense of restraining one's emotions, Gen. 43™ 45! Is. 42%. The
intimation is that he would have waited still longer, but the circum-
stances forced his hand. — 13. The reply of Samuel: Z%ou kast
aclted foolishly ! If thou hadst kept the commandment of Yalwek
thy God which he commanded thee, then would Yahweh have estad-
lished thy kingdom over Israel forever] for changes in the pointing
of f/l see the critical note. —14. But now] adversatively as in.
2 cf. 24, thy kingdom shall not stand. That the language and
behaviour of Samuel are less stern and damnatory here than in 1§
will be generally conceded ; the fact makes for the priority of this
account. — Yahweh has sought out a man according to his heart]
the divine purpose is already a fixed fact. — And Yakweh has set
him as Leader over his people] still the consecutive tense, in view
of the divine purpose.— 158, The verse as it stands in 38 tells us
of Samuel's going up #» Geda. But as we hear nothing more of
him there, this is evidently a mistake. A clause has fallen out by
homeoteleuton which is preserved in & and which should be
restored as follows : And Samuel arose and went up from Gilgal
and went his way, and the rest of the people went after Saul to
meet the men of war and came from Gilgal to Geba of Benjamin]
the eye of the scribe fell upon the second Gilgal instead of the
first.

What was Saul’s sin in this matter is nowhere expressly set down,

* Mendoza, cited in Poole’s Synopsis.

Pt
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and it is difficult to discover anything in the text at which Samuel
could justly take offence. The original command was to wait
seven days, and this Saul did. In the circumstances he might
well plead that he had been too scrupulous. It would not be im-
pertinent to ask why Samuel had waited so long before appearing.
No reason is given for his delay, and in the mind of the narrator
there seems to have been no reason except that Samuel wished to
put Saul to the test. It cannot be said that Saul usurped priestly
prerogatives in offering with his own hand. The narrator would
certainly have let us know this had it been his conception. What-
ever may have been the priestly rights at this time, we may well
suppose that the author thought of Saul as no more intruding
upon them than did David and Solomon when they sacrificed.
The language of Samuel’s rebuke speaks of disobedience to a
command of Yahweh, which however can only be the command of
10® which Saul literally obeyed. The only conclusion to which we
can come is that the author glorifies the sovereign will of Yahweh
who rejects and chooses according to his own good pleasure.
Samuel is the embodiment of this sovereign will. The straits of
the commentators are evident. Keil interprets Samuel’s language
not as a rejection of Saul, but as an announcement of the brevity
of his reign. But this is contrary to the sense. Ewald says:
“The ruler who prematurely and out of mere impatience lays his
hand on that from which he should have refrained, trifles away his
real power and his best success.” * But the condemnation of Saul
as acting ¢ prematurely ’ and ¢ out of mere impatience’ is not war-
ranted by anything in the text. Clericus also is obliged to read
something into the text: ‘Forte citius aequo Sacra facturus,
contemptim de Samuele aut cogitavit aut etiam loquutus est.”
Thenius also frames hypotheses for which there is no warrant in
the narrative.

8. bnw] is intended to be Piel, a not uncommon form, Stade, Gram.
p. 278. It seems unnecessary to change to Smm Qrd. = is an appointed
time or place, cf. W1 vhzs 20%, — Sxiew o] is impossible; we must either
strike out “»x with & or insert a word; ==n is inserted by Th., We., Bu. on
the ground of &T; == is preferred by KI., Dr., and might easily have been
lost before Smz2. 6 Hebr. MSS. insert azx; s insert oz (DeR.), cf. Ex. g5

¢ Ew., GV/3, 111. p. 46, E. Tr. 111. p. 32
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—vyom] cf, 2 S. 208, —9. nbym] out of the several animals that were offered,
the ‘o/a was the one specially set apart for Yahweh. —10. mm . . . 1nbas]
marks the appearance of Samuel just as the burnt offering was completed. —
11. ] is probably to be taken as > recitativum (Dr.), but it may also an-
swer Samuel’s unspoken question as to wky Saul had acted as he had. —s21] is
probably to be pointed so (Bu.), cf. v.8, from which we see that the verb is
p2.— 12, snvvn kS M ;] the sentence is generally used of conciliating
God.—18. #b] is the pointing of the received text, but we should quite cer-
tainly read N&, that is ", proposed by Hitzig (as stated by We. who, how-
ever, gives no reference, apparently depending upon Th., who gives Zeller,
Theol. Jakrb. 1843, 11. 278 ff.). The particle 1% in a hypothesis contrary to
reality, is followed in the apodosis by nny >, as here, in Num. 22% 1 S, 14%®
Job 62, Dr. inclines to retain the pointing of {l, cf. also Dav., Synfax, § 131,
R. 2.—nrp] has lost its temporal force and become logical (Dav.). For: zhe
commandment of Yakwek thy God whick ke conmanded thee, we find in & my
commandment whick Yahweh commanded thee.—14. p3] on the use of this
tense, Dr., Zenses®, §§ 13, 14, Dav., Syntax, § 41.—5] the dative of advan-
tage, Dav., Synfax, § 101, R. 1. — 233%3] the only exact parallel seems to be
Jer. 315, but cf. 2 S. 73, — 1% ] 25 2 S, 62, the verb is used of ap-
pointing the Judges 2 S. 713, cf. Num. 2719, —18. The plus of & is already
noted by Mendoza (in Poole’s Synopsis). — Si217712] according to @&l (from
which the words passed into the current recension of 3) we should add:
53917 19 wan ApndzA oy PRS2 nr by oz Aom v 9. The cor-
rection is adopted by all recent scholars (except Keil). Probably b of 3 is
not original (not represented in &) and was inserted after the loss of this
sentence. In addition to the commentaries on this passage, the reader may be
referred to Graetz, Gesch. d. Fuden, 1. p. 175, and Ew., GV/3, p. 45, E. Tr.
IIL p. 32.

15b. The half verse tells us that Sau/ numbered the people that
were with him, about six hundred men. As we find the same
number given in 14% it is possible that it is an insertion here.
We are even tempted to suppose the whole sentence an effort of
the redactor to fit together the two discordant sections of his
narrative.

16-18. The Philistine raid. — The first verse describes the
condition of things which followed Jonathan's first stroke. The
Philistines were in virtual possession of the country. The Hebrews
only maintained themselves in one post: Sex/ and Jonathan his
son, and the people that were with them, were abiding in Geba of
Benjamin] the addition made by & seems uncalled for. —17. The
Philistine policy is to reduce the people to submission by devas-
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tating the country far and wide. The plunderers were in three
divisions : One division turned to the Ophrah road] apparently
the Ophrah mentioned among the towns of Benjamin, Jos. 18%,
It was identified by Robinson * with Zaiyibek, five miles northeast
of Bethel. The location would suit the present narrative. Z%e
land of Shual seems to be nowhere else mentioned.— 18. The
second band turned west from Michmash towards Beth Horon,
a well-known town west of Michmash. As the Philistine force
came from the west, there seems no reason why they should send
foragers out in that direction. But perhaps the author thinks of
them as having come up by a more northerly road. The third
band went eastward : fowards the hill whick overhangs the valley
of Zeboim] the description points to one of the heights which
overlook the Ghor. The author thinks of a Philistine force settled
at Michmash which employed itself in punishing the country, not
looking for serious opposition. The valley of Zeboim is of course
one of the wadys of which the region is full. A place, Zeboim in
Benjamin, is mentioned after the exile, Neh. 113, Verse® is
continued directly by v.®; what is between is a later insertion.

16. After 103, @B adds val ExAatoy, which is adopted by Graetz (Gesch.
L p. 175) and Kl. But it is hardly likely that the little band of soldiers
would so give way to grief before they had tried conclusions with the enemy.
—17. rnwpn] the verb is used of laying a land waste, as the Bedawin do by
pasturing cattle on the growing crops, Jd. 6%, or, more seriously, by cutting
down the fruit trees, a custom forbidden in Dt. 20! as it is by Arabic common
sense. — 3'x1 "A¥Y2] accusative of condition, Dr., A'ofes, Dav., Synfax, § 70,
R. 1.—nx] where we should expect vnxn. A similar instance is found in
12, cf. Kbnig, Syntax, § 334 s.— "0°] the tense shows repeated action. The
land of Shual is combined by Th., Erdm., with tke land of Skaalim 9%. Rob-
inson’s identification of Ophrah is accepted by GASmith, Geog. p. 291, Note 1,
but rejected by Dillmann (Num. Lev. Jos. p. 551 f.) on the ground that it is too
far north for a Benjamite town. But it is not unlikely that the author in Jos.
(P) made it a Benjamite town because he found it in this Benjamite history;
cf. also Buhl, Geog. p. 177. —18. 91217] Tafeé & points to 7;21-, and, as We.
remarks, it is only a 4/ that can be said to overhang a valley. —3'pasn %]
Hyena Gorge is still the name ( FVady abu Duba') of a valley north of Wady
Kelt according to Ges., IV 8!2,, but Buhl (Geog. p. 98) makes it one of the side
valleys of the latter, or even the Wady Kelt itself. — n1372n] is omitted by &
and looks like an explanatory insertion.

® BR2 1. p. 447.
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19-22. The lack of arms in Israel. — The paragraph intends
to represent Israel as having been disarmed by the Philistines, but
its wording is obscure owing to corruption of the text. The
disarmament is nowhere indicated in the rest of the narrative,
and as the four verses can be cut out without injuring the con-
nexion, we are safe in assuming that they are an interpolation.
Schmid, who feels the inconsistency of this with the rest of
the narrative, supposes the disarmament confined to Gibeah and
its vicinity.

19. There was no smith in all the land of Israel; for the Phil-
sstines said : Lest the Hebrews make sword or spear] the motive
is expressed in the words of the actors, as in Gen. 322 42* 2 S. 16*
18, —20. The result was that all Israel was compelled to go to
the land of the Philistines: tkat every man might sharpen his
ploughshare and his coulter and his axe and his pickaxe] work
necessary to the peasant. Most recent scholars give the oxgoad
as the fourth instrument. But however formidable the spike in
the end of the oriental oxgoad may be, it can scarcely be sup-
posed that it must be taken to the smith to be sharpened. The
author of the verse meant to name those tools which need to be
set and tempered by the smith.—821. The verse is admitted to
be hopelessly corrupt by Th., We., Dr., Bu,, Ki. What we expect
is either a further account of the oppressive regulations, or else
a consequence such as is drawn in v.2. The former is in the
mind of the Greek translators when they say (as it would seem)
that the price of the smith’s work on each tool was three shekels.
The latter is the conjecture of Jerome who speaks of the dlunsness
which affected all the tools of the farmer on account of the diffi-
culty of getting them sharpened. A third conjecture is found in
T and has passed over into the English version in the form: yez
they had a file for the mattocks. But this is as impossible to get
out of the text as either of the others.—&2. The results of the
Philistine policy: So i# came fo pass in the day of the battle of
Michmash, that none of the people with Saul and Jonathan had
either sword or spear — but Saul and Jonathan had them] the
original narrative seems to know nothing of this when it gives Saul
a standing army of three thousand men.
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23. The verse takes up the account of the Philistine position.
In v."* the plunderers are described. Here we are told that zke
garrison, or the permanent guard left in the camp, pushed for-
ward to the edge of the pass of Michmash.

19-22. The secondary nature of the paragraph is recognized by We., Comp.
P- 248, Bu.,, RS. p. 205 (he includes v.), Co., Ein/8, p. 97, and Ki. in
Kautzsch, //S47.—19. »n] is used of a worker in wood, stone, or metal;
Téxrwv 01¥fpov & may point to 93 w1 (cf. Is. 441%), or it may be simply an
attempt to render the word as the context requires. — 2] is changed to »on
by the Qré unnecessarily. —80. 2'n27pn] the conjecture of Dr. Weir (given
by Dr.) that we should read 2nebp A3-x is confirmed by &T. — =3%%] % beat
out, as the blacksmith does in reforging worn tools. Of the four implements
here mentioned, the first and third seem to be tolerably certain, though tradi-
tion, as represented by the versions, is not uniform. A2-nz is most natu-
rally the ploughshare, though @AB has the sickle, with which & agrees, while
T renders oxgoad.— "n] should be pointed ‘nx according to the form in
Is. 2¢ (Mic. 4%) Joel 41. Beyond the fact that it is a tool of some kind, we
cannot go with certainty. @& gives oxefos simply; Symmachus translates
axdpioy, which is the mattock (Procop. Gaz. Com. in loco). The passages in
Isaiah and Joel speak of beating the nx into a sword, or vice versa. This
would fit the coulter, a knife fastened to the plough-beam to cut the sod before
the ploughshare turns it. But we do not know whether the Hebrew plough
had such an appendage. & renders ploughshare, and T the pin of the yoke. —
07 is quite certainly the axe, Jd. 948,  The fourth tool differs (in the received
text) from the first by the pointing only. This identity is suspicious, and we
probably have the mistake of a scribe to deal with. But what we should
restore is doubtful. We. and others propose w3, influenced by the occur-
rence of this word in v.3! and the rendering 3péxavor &, which word occurs
also in v.3! @&, though 1341 is nowhere clse so rendered. But in the confusion
of the text of v.2, it is difficult to allow much weight to the argument; for
until we know what that verse means, we cannot be sure that it gives the same
list of tools with this. The versions give the further choice of the mattock
(Sym.), the spade 8, the adze T, rpiddovs (Aq.), sarculum U, and the axe
(Ar.). To such variety it may be impertinent to add the conjecture of Ew.
(G VI3 111 p. 47, E. Tr. 111 p. 33), who reads w»n, though his translation,
the threshing sledge, will hardly do. According to Hoffmann (ZA 7#. 1L
p. 66), y*3n is the stonemason’s pick, from which we may conjecture that the
pickaxe would be called by the same name. This is an indispensable tool to
the peasant in a rocky country like Palestine, and could scarcely be kept in
shape without the services of a blacksmith. I have therefore ventured to
insert it in my translation of the verse.— 81, The difficulties of the verse
seem to be insurmountable. — o' A" n~vm] is ungrammatical, and unintel-
ligible even if we try to correct the grammar., — no5p wbo'!] is without analogy
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in Biblical Hebrew (on both phrases, cf. Dr., Note:).—:~m’71] codrdinated
as it is (or seems to be) with names of tools, makes no sense. For the open-
ing clause we tind xal #» & Tprynrds Eroiuos Tob Oeplfesy & =33 3PN N
2.p=, which is not very remote from 3. But this promising beginning is left
incomplete. If we were told that when the harvest was ready to reap the Phil-
istines came up and plundered it, or that the war broke out, we could fit the
statement into this context. But what @& actually adds is: 7& 3¢ oxedn fi» 7peis
alxAos eis Tdv 63dvra, which is supposed to mean that tke tariff fixed for the
tools was three shekels apiece, though it takes violent treatment to get this
meaning from the words. The final clause in & moreover, which affirms that
the same arrangement held for the axe and the sickle, is superfluous. Th.,
reading b7 “¥57, translates and the sharpening of the edges (for the plough-
shares and the spades) was three shekels apiece. But the meaning proposed
for 2331 and for o'on is without authority, and the meaning apiece for 124
is also unparalleled. Retusae itague erant acies vomerum ¥, is an attempt
to make sense out of the text of ), but is contrary to grammar, and pro-
vides no suitable preface to the final clause wusgue ad stimulum corrigendum.
Another attempt is made by @, which apparently supposes 7357 to mean
a file, for it translates: and they had a file to sharpen the dulness of the
tron tools. £ also has the file (if, indeed, x70% m3;¥> be the file), though
it understands that the Hebrews in their necessity used their large files for
ploughshares (?) and for other tools. This is more fully developed by Ar.,
which says in so many words: #key fashioned the broad file into a pruning-
hook, and took pegs from the harrows for picks. These differences of interpre-
tation show the impossibility of making sense of the text as it stands, or even
of finding a plausible emendation, The final clause 13777 3'37™ seems to
connect most naturally with 2% of the preceding verse. But the sentence
is long and awkward unless we assume with Toy (in Erdm.) that the verse is
mainly an erroneous duplication of the preceding. For this hypothesis there
is some colour in the repetition of several of the same words. But when
written in parallel lines, the correspondence is not very striking. —1377n] for
the pointing, cf. Stade, Gram. §2 a. — 22. n»m] should probably be made
v, After ncndp (on the face of it a construct form) we should probably
insert wpop with @ (Ew.). Toy proposes to read »zop instead of nonoe: in
the day of Mickmask would naturally mean in the day of the battle of Mick-
mash. —33. 332 means in 14 the soldiers who were in occupation of the camp,
in distinction from those who went out on the various expeditions. Here
however it may mean the outpost which was thrown forward to protect the
main camp from surprise. — 23;2] it is unnecessary to change the pointing to
4372 with Ewald. What is meant is the pass from the highlands to the Jordan
valley, which ran down the wady. The village of Michmash lay a little back
from the ravine; the Philistine outpost was stationed on its very edge.

XIV. 1. Jonathan proposes an attack.— The main stream of
the narrative here recurs, and tells of Jonathan’s proposal to his
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adjutant. A digression is made to describe the scene mare exactly.
— 1t came lo pass on that day] that is, the particular day of which
we are to speak, as in 1'—kat Jonathan ben Saul said to his
armaour-bearer] it is proper that Jonathan should be given his full
name at the beginning of so important a paragraph. The name
does not imply that he has not been mentioned before, cf. 23".
The armour-bearer was the man chosen by a leader or prominent
officer to be his trusty attendant, aid, adjutant, armiger, or squire.
Jonathan proposes a surprise of the enemy’s post, but does not
let his father know, daubtless fearing to be forbidden the fool-
hardy attempt. —2. The situation is described : first, with refer-
ence to Saul, who was sitting in the uttermost part of Geba] so
we must read, to be consistent, under the pomegranate tree which
is in the threshing-floor] for the reading, see the critical note.
The force with him was the six kundred men already mentioned.
—3. An important member of the camp is the priest who has
charge of the sacred lot. He is mentioned here in order to
prepare us for the part he is afterwards to take.— Ahiah ben
Ahitub, brother of Ichabod] the mention of Ichabod is possibly
the work of the redactor. Ahimelech ben Ahitub, mentioned in
the later history, may be the same as this Ahijah, the names being
synonymdus. The priest is described as bearing the ephod] in
the correct text of v."® we learn that Saul commanded the ephod
to be brought, cf. also 23° 30°. In these cases the ephod can
hardly be the priest’s garment. Beyond the fact that it was the
instrument of the oracle, however, we know nothing about it.
The description of things in Saul's camp closes with the state-
ment: the people did not know that Jonathan and his armour-
bearer had gone] they were therefore surprised when the commo-
tion made itself visible in the opposing camp.—4. The locality
of the exploit is described to us: Between the ravines by whick
Jonathan sought fo cross] that is, side valleys running into the
main wady. As we can readily see, these would leave projecting
points, two of which are now described: a footh of rock on one
side and a tooth of rock on the other] cf. Job 39% and the well-
known Dent du Midi. The names of the two rocks in question
were Bozez and Seneh. We may conjecture that Bozez, the shin-
ing, was the one facing the south, Seneh, the thorny, the one facing
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the north.* — 8. The description is completed by the statement
that one rock was on the north in front of Michmash, the other on
the south in front of Geba] each hill is defined by the village
nearest to it, to which it served as a fortification. Notice that 3§
has Gebda here.

1. orn vam] the same expression 14, cf. Ges.? § 1265, — by k>3] Abime.
lech had such an attendant and so apparently had Gideon, Jd. g% 710, —
23y2] Num. 32'° Jos. 227 Jd, 7%. The passages show that the word means
simply deyond.—12a] cf. Dr. in BDB. sué voce, with his reference, Wright,
Comp. Gram. p. 117. — 17311 73p3] as Geba is the town overlooking the pass,
it must be meant here. For 73p2 describing a position on the outskirts of the
town cf. 977, — noan] evidently a well-known tree. piz is meant by ) as a
proper name, and in fact there is a Afigron not far away, Is. 10%. But as it
lies north of Michmash it will not answer our author’s purpose. The versions
make a proper name of the word here, but do not agrece in the form. As the
lacation is already given with some exactness a proper name is superfluous. On
this account We. proposes 1712 with the meaning of 173 @ Zhresking-floor. A
threshing-floor is usually located on a bare open hill and so would be excellent
for Saul’s purpose — to prevent surprise and keep watch of the enemy’s move-
ments.—3. n'nx] in 212 22? we find the priest at Nob called Yoo'nx and he
also is a son of Ahitub. It is not unlikely therefore that the two names
designate the same individual, the original Y22'nx having been changed to
avoid the suggestion of Jfolech. The identification is cited by Schm. from
Sanctius. On the assumed meaning my drother is Yahwek, or brother of
Yahweh, cf. Jastrow, JB/. XI11I. p.’101 ff,, and Barton, i6id. XV. p. 168 ff.
Keil is at pains to cal:ulate the age of Ahijah to show that he could have had
a son old enough to accompany David after Saul's massacre of the priests, =
357 8] "lwxa8dA @AB. —pnps] is written oris 18 (by the occidentals only).
Nestle (Am. Jour. Sem. Lang. X111 p. 173) follows Lauth in supposing the
name (borne also by a'son of Aaron) to be Egyptian and to mean negro. —
var 823] there seems to be no clear instance where w2y means # wear an
article of dress. In Ex. 28!22 however it describes the Iigh Priest as bear.
ing (or wearing) the names on the breastplate. The use of 23 would there-
fore be against the theory that the ephod was an article of clothing. On the
other hand, Samuel and David are girded with an ephod (218 2 S, 6!4) which
would indicate that it could be worn. See Moore on Judges 175, with the
extended list of authorities there given. — 4. ~v1372n] on the daghesh cf. Stade,
Gram. § 317. The form is construct, governing the clause which follows,
Ges.® §130¢; Dav., Syntax, §25. £ however connects the first two words
of the verse with the preceding: e people did not know that Jonathan had
gone lo the pass.—3;n.] occurs only here and with mo seems superfluous;

® So GASmith, Geog. p. 330,
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one of the two words is omitted by &.— ¢3.3] the attractive conjecture of
GASmith as to the meaning of the word goes back apparently to Gesenius,
Thesaurus, p. 229: appellativa significatio videtur splesdens. Later lexicons
take no notice of this. The form in & is Baféd or Ba(é..—n D] is thus
pointed by Ginsburg; the editions vary. The word is doubtless the same
with "0, Zhe thorn, as for example, the burning bush Ex. 34, cf. Dt. 3318,
The word has been transferred from Arabic to English in the name of the
medicinal senna,; & has Zevvadp. The two names are rendered by T, Slip-
pery and [naccessible.—B. 1t is a question whether pw> gives a suitable
sense. Besides this passage it is used in 28 only, and there it is used of the
pillars which support the earth. But it will hardly do to say of a hill that it is
a column on the north. In modern Hebrew ms is the peak or summit of a
hill (Levy, N4 WAB.). But what is required here is a word like <>, which
however seems to be applied specifically to cities or walls, As piwr is not
represented in &, it may be an intruder corrupted from the yio3p which fol-
lows. Were it original we should expect it to be repeated in the second half
of the verse. It is exscinded by Th., Dr.,, Bu.; while K. goes his own way as
usual. With ‘5 510 defining a location, compare Ex. 343 Dt. 4%,

6-12. Jonathan suggests an omen. — The account takes up
the speech of Jonathan, which was interrupted by the digression
concerning the scene of the exploit. He first proposes to go
against the en=my, and receives a hearty assurance of support
from his squire. He then reveals his plan, which is, that they
show themselves at the bottom of the valley. They would then
notice the words used by the Philistines, and take from them a
sign to indicate whether they should go further or stand still.
The older commentators are confident that Jonathan, in propos-
ing this test of the divine will, as well as in making the expedition,
was acting under divine inspiration. See the question discussed
at length by Schmid.

8. Come, let us go over to the garrison of these uncircumeised ]
the Philistines are frequently so stigmatized, Jd. 143 15% 1 S. 18%%
31* 2 5. 1", Jonathan's hope of doing something is a hope in
Gad 2 Jerehance Yalhweh will act for us] there seems no reason
v (1estion the construction. — For Yahweh finds no hindrance to
his saving power in the many or the few] that is, whether many
be upyrred, or few be on his side. —7. By emendation we get:
Llv all tu which thy heart inclines : behold, I am with thee; as thy
heart su iy my heart ) the text of 3 is awkward, and it is doubtful
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whether it will bear the meaning given it in EV.—8-10. Indica-
tion of the divine will is to be found in the conduct of she enemy :
See we will cross over to the men, and show ourselves to them] by
coming into the open at the bottom of the ravine, where the
Philistine sentinels would see them. —9. If they say thus fo us:
Stand still until we can reach you! then we will stand s4ll in our
place] the mind of the enemy to attack might be a reason for
caution. But we can hardly say that the challenge to come up
was a sign of cowardice, as is affirmed by Th.: ironiam ex con-
sternato animo profectam esse existimamus, Schm. —10. If, on
the other hand, the Philistines should invite them to come up,
they would make the attempt: for in that case God will have
given them into our hand] we cannot help seeing in this the arbi-
trary selection of an omen. The nearest parallel is the sigz prayed
for by Abraham’s servant, whereby he might know the predestined
wife of Isaac, Gen. 24™. —11. The Philistines discover the advent-
urers, and say to each other: See ! Hebrews are coming out of the
holes where they hid themselves /] the expression does not neces-
sarily presuppose the account in 13% —12. The Philistines then
cry out to Jonathan and his armour-bearer: Come up to us that
we may tell you something ! . The light language is simply a chal-
lenge, probably a banter. It is not necessary to inquire what the
speakers expected to tell the strangers. The words used do not
admit of being understood: we will show you how to fight.
Jonathan accepts the omen, and calls to his armour-bearer to
climb up after him, adding : For Yahwek has given them into the
hand of Israel] the victory is, in the divine purpose, already
obtained. .

6-12. In this paragraph, except 1%, we find the name of the hero spelled
1P whereas elsewhere in these two chapters we have ;7an.  The fuller form
reappears in 18-20and in 2S. The change of form just here may be explained
by supposing this paragraph the work of a different hand. The incident is
one which might be interpolated by a pious scribe who wished to magnify
Jonathan’s faith and dependence on God. But it is skilfully wrought into the

narrative and cannot well be spared. For a discussion of the names which
begin with »» and » see Bonk in Z4 7'W. XI. pp. 125-156.

8. M3yn] @& omits the »,— bw] expresses a hope, as in Gen. 32%. —
ub m™ nw;h] has an analogy in Jd. 27; the object nwpr is contained in the
verb: perchance Yohwek will do a deed for us (Schm.). Some have ques-
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tioned whether the text is sound, and Kl proposes to emend to ub prer.
But this seems unnecessary. — Ws3z] the noun occurs nowhere else, but the
verb is not infrequent in the meaning /o skut up, to keep back.— o303 W 3M1]
is logically connected with <32, —7. The received text is awkward, and it
is a question whether it can be translated. =3 certainly does not belong in
a sentence where it must be made to mean gv on. & seems to have had
another text: xoles xav b éav 4) xapBia gov éxxAlvpy would represent vk %3 nvy
> 791 733%, and this preserves the natural meaning of nvy, cf. Jd. 93 This
text, suggested by Ew., has been accepted by most recent scholars, — 733%5]
@ adds xapdla poi, which also is generally accepted since Ew.—8. ovay)
the participle is used of action in the immediate future and is carried on by
whar, —9. For o=, be still, cf. Jer. 478 and, of the sun’s standing still, Jos.
10, For wyun @& has dwayyelAwuer, perhaps reading wwn.—wnnn] is
our tracks is a colloquial equivalent, cf, Ex. 162 Jd. 72!. —10. wcr'] +wpds
Juas & with which $ agrees. But no great stress can be laid upon the
evidence for so easy an insertion.—1%;] wpds juas is the rendering of &,
as in v.!2 where 3) has 1w, which should probably be read here. —nuw3] a
number of codd. have w'v3, but cf. Gen. 432 Dt. 32%. —mn] the 1is lack-
ing in @2% and may have come from erroneous duplication of the preceding
letter.— 3'13,] in the mouth of the Philistines as elsewhere; here withcut the
article: some Hebrews, not the Hlebrews as in @&, According to We., Hitzig
conjectured 27337, mice.—18. n3¥27] is doubtless to be corrected to 33z,
the form elsewhere used in this narrative.

13-18. The attack. — When Jonathan and his armour-bearer
accept the challenge, the garrison is thrown into confusion, and
the confusion soon becomes a panic. —13. The two Hebrews
climb up on their hands and on their feet. We must suppose that
while climbing the cliff they were hidden from the view of the
post at the top ; otherwise there would have been no surprise. —
And they turned before Jonathan and he smote them] this is the
reading of & and on the whole the better, though the case is
particularly difficult to decide. "3§ reads: and they fell before
Jonathan. In any case, Jonathan felled them to the ground, and
his armour-bearer kept despatching them after him] notice the
force of the participle.—14. The first slaughter] distinguished
from the general carnage which came with the panic. The latter
part of the verse is obscure. What we expect is either a com-
parison with some similar event: ‘like Gideon's slaughter of
Midian ' for example, or else a definite location of the deed: ‘in
the field which lies before Michmash,’ or something like that,
& finds an account of the weapons used; & gives a comparison
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of the activity of the heroes with that of the day labourer. A
satisfactory text does not seem yet to have been constructed. —
15. The terror aroused by Jonathan's onset spread to the whole
force of the Philistines and became a panic. The force was
divided (as noted above) into the garrison and the raiders. The
account seems to assume that these latter were returning to the
camp when they met the flying garrison ; or else the attack was in
the early morning when the raiders had not yet set out. — So fhere
came a terror in the camp and in the field . . . and even the
plunderers trembled] the intervening clause is difficult to place.
— And the earth quaked] is evidently to be taken literally ; Yah-
weh intervened directly to increase the fear, which thus became
a divinely sent panic] lit., a terror of God.—16. The commotion
was so great that Saul’s sentinels in Geba saw: And bekold a
tumult was surging hither and thither) the remarkable thing was a
mob moving purposelessly to and fro in its mad impulse.

18. 17an 2pb 19om] seems a little too abrupt. We expect the atlack or
the terror to be asserted. @& enables us to restore Som -3 2> uwp». Ew.
seems to have been the first to adopt part of this, though he makes it mean
they looked him in the face, being paralyzed by fear. As Jonathan was *“ swifter
than an eagle,” there seems no difficulty in supposing that the Philistines started
to flee, but were quickly overtaken.—14. The verse is perfectly plain down
to or. After that it is now generally considered to be hopelessly corrupt.
Tradition is represented by én media parte jugeri quam par boum in die arare
consuevit ¥, and this has passed into the modern versions. But the objections
to it are of the most serious kind. “¥m2> has a combination of prepositions
very rare, occurring in only two expressions, both defining a point of time
(Dr., Notes); myp in the meaning furrow occurs in one late passage, Ps. 1298
Kt., where the text is not above suspicion. It is difficult, moreover, to see how
Jonathan could slay twenty men iz Aalf a furrow, which indeed is nonsense.
If it said as ¢ @ furrow, we should think of the slain as lying along in a row.
In late Hebrew nypyp is said to mean the amount of ground which a plough-
man takes in hand at one time, Ges,, /7}¥ 8'3,, referring to Wetstein in Delitzsch,
Psalmen3, which 1 have not seen, also Levy, NZWZB. The Arabic usage is
readily traced; ma'na is simply the intention, as is Myo in Hebrew, and so
applied to the fask which a man sets himself or intends to do. But to suppose
that the word now applied by the fellakin to their task of ploughing had
the same application in Biblical Hebrew is too violent. Nor are the diffi-
culties yet over. =o¥ is undoubtedly @ yoke of oxen, and then possibly as
much land as a yoke of oxen can plough in a day-—an acre, roughly speak-
ing. Is. 519, which is usually urged for this meaning, is not free from difficulty.

-
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But assuming it provisionally, we cannot yet make an intelligible sentence: as
in half a furrow (?) an acre of field is redundant and ungrammatical. The
versions testify to the corruption, but unfortunately without helping to correct
it. &L has év BoAlo: xal dv werpoBbrais kal év xdxAafs Tob wedlov, with which
| agrees (Cod. Goth. Leg.); &AB omits from this xal &v werpoBérms, which
Th. (followed by We.) had already conjectured to be a gloss. The reason-
ing of We. is plausible, though the testimony of | shows that the insertion
must have been early. & seems to have had at least nwwn . .. ouasny,
and between came 'ws3 or “3an3; it should be noted that =y is nowhere
used of sfones as a weapon, but it is more likely than 1ax to be the original of
wes.  If we restore Avza 33 we should translate among the rocks of the field,
which would not be out of place. On the basis of & we might restore 2'sn>
Awen ey oy like hewers of stone, or like drivers of oxen in the field,
The repeated blows of 2 man hewing stone would not be an inappropriate
comparison, and possibly the Syrian ploughmen urge on their oxen with
violent blows; but the language seems rather obscure. Ew, tries to translate
M, making it mean that the slaughter was ‘like a yoke (?) of land being
ploughed’ (G V/3, 111. p. 48, E. Tr. IIL p. 34). But the figure does not seem
to fit. The reader who is interested in defending tradition may, as usual, con-
sult Keil. — 15. The text is not easy to interpret, though so smooth in appear-
ance: Tlere came a terror on the camp in the field and upon all the people]
but why should a distinction be made between the camp in the field and all the
people? The people here meant are the people of the Philistine camp, and
the sentence is redundant. Or if we divide so as to read, on the camp, both on
the field and on all the people, why should the camp be summed up under these
two heads? @& seems to have read A3y m23 doth in the camp and in the
field, as if to distinguish betwcen the fortified (?) camp and the open coun-
try. So much is adopted by KIl., Bu., and may pass in default of something
better. For the next clause, & connects as follows: and all the people, both
garrison and raiders trembled, and this again may pass; but we must certainly
strike out 7zn-21 which now becomes intolerable. @B reads xal avrol odx
fideAov wouel -, with which we can do nothing; and I suspect the verse has
been freely interpolated. Perhaps the original was only mnna avvn am
27701 1 e e, With s v compare Am, 88 Joel 219; the
verb is used of the mountains, 2 S. 228 Is. §%. Th. and Keil try to under-
stand the words here of the commotion produced by the panic, but this is
rationalistic weakening of the author’s meaning. — 3a%& nvanb] cf. the
divinely sent fear, 215 nrn, which came upon the Canaanites, Gen. 355 —
16. o'p3n] the sentinels regularly stationed on the walls of a city, 2 S. 13%
18%, — ny31] Grba should be read, as heretofore. —n=na] & renders nsnzn,
But as pzn is the less common word, it is to be preferred; and it seems to
give an excellent sense here, cf. Jd. 47 and v.1? in this chapter. The first 7,
however, is a duplicate, and we should read pza mym.  What they saw was a
tumult surging.— o>m o] is impossible, and to be corrected according to &
obm obn,  For nps We. suggests the meaning surge, commended by Dr.
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17-23. The discomfiture of the Philistines. — On discovering
the state of the enemy’s camp, Saul inquires who is missing from
his.own force. He then takes the first steps towards ascertaining
the will of Yahweh. But before the reply of the oracle is given,
the state of the enemy so obviously invites attack, that the king
marches forth without waiting further. At the scene of battle he
finds the Philistines fighting each other. The Hebrew slaves from
their camp join with him, and he is reénforced by the Israelites
who have been in hiding. The result is a decided victory.

17. Saul says to the soldiers: Searck] the verb is used of
inspecting the troops, 13%, and also of inquiring for one absent,
20%: And see who is gone from wus) the result is to show the
absence of Jonathan and his attendant.—18. The text of @&,
which is to be adopted unconditionally, reads: And Saul said fo
Akijak : Bring hither the Ephod, for he carried the Ephod that
day before Isracel] similar language is used in other cases where
the Ephod is consulted, 23° 30'. We. supposes that the remark
concerning Ahijah cannot be by the author of v.2. But the expla-
nation of the general situation there need not prevent the reminder
here, where there is particular occasion for it. The text of 3
inserts the Ark of God here. Historically we could hardly object
that the presence of the Ark at Kirjath Jearim would decide against
this text, because our author may not have known of its detention
at Kirjath Jearim. But the £phod is elsewhere the means of giv-
ing the oracle, and if original here may have been displaced by a
scrupulous scribe who was aware of its dangerous resemblance to
an image.—19. The answer of the oracle is not yet given, when
Saul sees the necessity of immediate action. The state of the
Philistine camp gives plain enough indication of the will of God :
While Saul was yet speaking, the tumult kept on increasing] on the
text see the critical note. The act of consulting the oracle fell
into two parts ; the king (or other inquirer) asked a question ; the
priest gave the answer of Yahweh. In the case before us Saul
interrupted his own question, saying to the priest: Draw back thy
hand /] that is, the hand which was stretched out to take the lot.
The verb is the same used of drawing up the feet into the bed,
Gen. 49"%. —20. Saul and his men march to the scene: Zken
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Saul and all the people with him raised the war cry] such is the
natural interpretation of the words. When they came to the camp
of the Philistines : ke sword of eack was turned upon his fellow,
an exceeding great confusion] as in the camp of Midian where also
friend was taken for foe, Jd. 72. — 21, The appearance of Saul
with an orderly band of soldiers gave disaffected allies of the
Philistines a rallying point: Zhe Hebrews who were on the side
of the Philistines heretofore, who had come with them into the camp,
they also turned to be with Saul!] Schm. compares the case of
David who followed Achish to Gilboa.—22. The noise and the
news spread rapidly, and all the men of Israel 10ho were in hiding
in the hill country of Ephraim] although occupied by the tribe
- of Benjamin, the district bore the name of Ephraim.— Z%ey also
pursued them in the battle] joining with the forces of Saul. —
23. The author sums up the day’s work, before proceeding to a
more detailed account of one episode : Sv Yahweh delivered Israel
that day and the batlle went beyond Beth Horon] a well-known
town on the western edge of the highlands. The name is cor-
rected on the basis of &“. Bcth Aven, the reading of 3, seems
dhsuitable.

17. pn] denies the presence of the subject, Gen. 3722 Ex. 212, —18. n2an
oabkn ] the difficulty in retaining the words is prima facie a historical
one. The Ark had been settled at Kirjath Jearim, and if brought to Saul we
should have been told of the transfer. Graetz speaks of a tradition to the
effect that there were two arks (Gesch. d. Juden, 1. p. 160) and supposes that
one was made to supply the loss of the other.” But the tradition probably arose
from a desire to save the historicity of this passage. Even if we suppose this
author not to know of the detention of the Ark at Kirjath Jearim, it remains
true that we nowhere else hear of it in connexion with Saul, and the presump-
tion is therefore against it here. The second difficulty is that, so far as we
know, the Ark was not used in consulting the-oracle. All the indications,
therefore, point to the correctness of & wpardyaye vd épod5. The Rabbinical
commentators are aware that the Urim and Thummim are intended (Isaaki
and Kimchi in /oc.). For the rest of the verse we must also adopt the reading
of @, because ) is evidently the worse and at its close unintelligible. #n v
S%99% 0% KINN 513 MR K2) is an exact translation of @& and gives a perfectly
good sense, It is adopted in substance by all recent expositors. Dr., fol-
lowed by Bu., prefers nz3 mn instead of the simple n2 and 33 *apb for sph,
His reason in the latter case is that 3 1% is bald and against the usage of
Hebrew prose. On this it is sufficient to remark that S22 33 2% is found
in the books Joshua, Judges, and Samuel four times, and that all four (Jos. 413
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8% 1012 Jd, 8%) come from a redactional hand; whereas Yk~ 115 occurs in
six places besides this (Jos. 101° 118 208 1 S, 7172 S, 101 ¥) representing three
different docaments. This verse is one of those in which Keil concedes the
superiority of @.—19. =3+ ;] the verb should be pointed as an infinitive, cf.
Jd. 3% Ex. 33%%; the more usual construction is 1370 vy *a.  For the tense in
Y, cf. Dr., Zenses3, § 127a; but the emendation to Yon (KL.) is attractive.
— 3 7*7] “double absolute object, the second being an adjective ” (Moore,
on Jd. 4%), cf. 2 S. 5% 18%, Dav., Syntax, § 86, R. 4.—20. p;mn] here
pointed as a Niphal; but this is used of the people who are summoned to war,
not of the leader who summons them. For the latter we find the Hiphil,
Jd. 41013 2 S, 2045, If we point pzm however, we must change %1 to %o,
But the people had already been mustered, in order to discover who was miss-
ing, and it was not necessary to call them together. With all due reserve,
therefore, I have pointed pym and suppose the shout of those who go into
battle to be intended —though the verb is nowhere else used in that sense.
@A has dveBénoe for which BL have &véBn. — nowir] is used of the panic pro-
duced in the Philistine cities by the plague, 5% —81. The verse division is
disregarded by & which makes the tumult to be Hebrews against Philistines.
—2n3p™] xal of 3otAor @. The latter is plausible, for the slaves of the
Philistines might well take advantage of such an opportunity. On the other
hand, it is pretty certain that the camp would contain a large number of
Hebrews impressed for the purpose of carrying away the booty, or who were
seeking to ingratiate themselves with the enemy. Such Hebrews might well
be contrasted, as here, with the /srae/ with Saul. For wn it is almost neces-
sary to read v0 "N with Ew,, cf. Dr., Aofes.— 3p03] is not represented in &.
— 310 310] should be emended to 21 1230 (Th.) with §&3. —28. w'x] is not
represented in @, and the sense is good without it. —pa] is abnormally
pointed, cf. Stade, Gram. § 529 a, Ges.® § 53 n.; the same form is found in
312 (1 Chr. 10%). There seems to be no doubt that a Hiphil is intended,
Jd. 1822 20% 2 S, 1% (lacking * as here). —28. px-v3] was corrected by Th.
to 170 m3, and the conjecture is confirmed by GLL

24-35. Baul's taboo and Jonathan's violation of it.— Saul
lays a curse upon the eating of food before sundown. The people
are mindful of the execration and go fasting, though thereby they
grow faint. The only exception is Jonathan who, because of his
absence from the main body of troops, is not informed of the
adjuration, and eats of some honey which he finds. On being
informed, he condemns his father's act as having weakened the
people. At sunset the famished people rush upon the spoil and
eat without due care to separate the blood from the flesh. Saul,
informed of this, orders a great stone to be taken for an altar and

at this the animals are slain.
T
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The paragraph is obscure in places owing to the state of the text
— possibly because later editors could not reconcile themselves
to the religious views which lie at the basis of the narrative. It
seems plain that Saul's purpose was to impose what is known in
other religions as a #2b00. As the confusion of the enemy showed,
Yahweh was already working. Saul desired a continuance of his
favour. The extraordinary privation laid upon the people was to
secure this. Fasting is in itself one means of placating the divinity.
And Yahweh as the God of Battles had a special claim upon the
booty. It was in fact sacred, and it would be unsafe for individual
Israelites to appropriate it until the first fruits had been set apart
for Yahweh. If the people had set out (as is likely) without sup-
plying themselves with provisions from their own stores, there
would be all the more need of special precautions.

So far from Saul's vow being rash, ill-advised, or arbitrary,
therefore, we see that it was the logical expression of his careful-
ness for divine things. From the practical point of view, Jonathan
was no doubt right. The success of the day would have been
greater without this extraordinary precaution. But this was a
mere worldly consideration — Saul was moved by care for religion
which would not take account of lower advantages or arguments.
That he was entirely justified by the light of the times is probable ;
for the author has no hesitation in narrating Yahweh’s confirma-
tion of the curse by his offended silence after its violation. The
supposition that Saul was moved by fear lest the troops should be
detained by the booty is inadequate to account for the form of
the objurgation. It is not taking booty that is the object of the
curse, but eating food of any kind.

24. The introductory clause must be taken from @&, which
describes the situation as it was during the day, and therefore
before the conclusion just reached.—So fsrael was with Saul
about ten thousand men and the fighting was scattered over all the
kill country of Ephraim] on the reading, see the critical note. —
And Saul vowed a vow in that day, and Saul laid an oath on the
people] the restoration is partly conjectural. If it be correct, the
author does not condemn Saul; he only gives the facts as else-
where. Other cases of the vow, Jd. 11® Gen. 28%8, A vow
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of abstinence is attributed to David, Ps. 132%. Saul’s vow is
imposed upon the people in the form of a curse, saying: Cursed
is the man who shall eat food until evening and [until] I avenge
myself on my enemies] the older commentators (followed by Keil)
saw in the form of the oath — my enemies — an overweening desire
for personal revenge; but this is foreign to the author's idea.
The Philistines were Saul’s enemies because they were enemies
of Israel. Another example of a curse assumed by the people as
a whole is found in Jd. 21, The result of this one was that zone
of the people tasted food, though they were tempted. — 25, 26. The
text has suffered and cannot be certainly restored. Recent authori-
ties agree in making it mean : And there was honey [ or honeycomd]
on the face of the ground, and the people came lo the honeycomd
whence the bees had gone, but no one put his hand to his mouth,
Jor the people feared the oath of Yahweh] the sense is obviously
that the people were steadfast in the midst of special temptation.
But the sentence is awkwardly constructed, and we may well
doubt whether the ingenuity of the critics has yet recovered the
original text. Why the bees should have deserted the comb, we
are left to conjecture. That the Philistines had made spoil of
honey and had thrown it away is possible, but the author would
have told us if he had known this to be the fact. —27. Jonathan,
having been absent from the army, kad not heard when his father
adjured the people] he therefore ate of the honey, dipping the end
of his club in it. The refreshment experienced is described in
the words, and his eyes were lightened] the eyes of the weary man
do not see clearly — the world grows dark before him. —28. One
of the people answered] that is, spoke as the occasion suggested,
telling Jonathan of the oath. The last two words in the verse
as they stand in I —and the people were weary — disturb the
sense, whether they be attributed to the author of the narrative
or to Jonathan. We should emend so as to read : and the people
testified, that is, accepted the oath ; or else in another way, joining
to the beginning of the next verse, making it read: So ke %ft of
and said. A third possibility is to strike the words out as a gloss.
—29. Jonathan gives his opinion of his father's action and its
effects on the people : My father has brought disaster on the land )
relatively, he means. For the verb used here cf. Moore, Judges,
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p. 301. Jonathan's opinion is based on his own experience : See
how I am refreshed, just because I tasted a bit of honey! The
refreshment is again presented as a clearing of the eyes from their
dulness. — 30, 81. The two verses belong together and their
sense is: If only the people had caten today of the spoil of their
enemies the slaughter of the Philistines would have been great and
the people would have smitten the Philistines from Michmash to
Aijalon] this cannot, to be sure, be got out of the present text.
An alternative would be to make Jonathan's speech end (though
abruptly) with v.¥, and to throw out the greater part of v.. That
the pursuit actually extended to Aijalon, as apparently asserted in
3, we have no reason to believe, for such a success would have
been all that the most sanguine could expect. Aijalon (the
modern Yualo) lay below Beth Horon well down towards the
Philistine plain. The last three words of the verse are plain
enough of themselves, but not easy to fit in the present context.
—32. The famished people rusked upon the booty] as a bird of
prey rushes upon the quarry. The booty in such raids consists
largely of cattle, and these the people slew fo the carth wherever
they happened to find them. The consequence was that #hey ase
with the blood ] the blood was the part of Yahweh, and for man to
eat it was sacrilegious. This idea runs through the history of Israel
and is embodied in the various prohibitions of the Law, Dt. 12!
Lev. 19%. —33. Word is brought to Saul that #ke people are sin-
ning against Yahwek in cating with the blood] the definition of
the sin leaves nothing to be desired, and Saul at once takes active
measures against the sacrilege : Kol hither a great stone] the only
way in which this would correct the evil would be by making the
stone an altar on which the blood could be poured. As we know
from Arabic heathenism, the original Semitic sacrifice was the
application of the blood (without fire) to the altar or sacred
stone.* —34. Those present are ordered to disperse among the
people and command them: ZLet eack man bring to Yahweh his
ox or his sheep and slay it here] on the original reading, see
below. The method was successful : A% the people brought each
what he had in his hand, to Yahweh and slew it there] another

® Cf. WRSmith, Kinship, pp. 223, 311.
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slight change in the reading is adopted here. We also may speak
of having an animal or a herd in hand. —35. So Saul built an
altar to Yahweh] cf. 7. The only reason for the statement in
this connexion is that the altar was the stone just mentioned.
With it he made a beginning of his altar-building to Yahweh, cf.
Gen. 10%, The author has it in mind to tell of other altars built
by Saul, but his narrative is now lost.

24. w0 or3 ©1) Suazvoan] is an unexpected opening to the new para-
graph. ©1, 13% is used to describe the straits in which the people found
themselves under the Philistine invasion. But we are here in the midst of
the deliverance, and although the deliverance was less complete than it might
have been, the people could hardly now be described as oppressed by a task-
master, or driven away, or crowding eack other, which are the only meanings
to be got out of the verb. Saul's vow, though it increased the weariness,
could hardly be said to oppress the people, and if the author had meant to
connect this assertion with the vow he would have constructed his sentence
differently. @& has an entirely different reading: «xal 'lopahA v uerd Zaoda,
doel 3éxa xAidBes dvBpar, xal fi» & xéAeuos Sieawapuévos eis SAny THy wéAw &
7¢ Opu 'E¢pdin &L with which AB agree nearly. This gives an admirable
opening for the new paragraph, and one that would not readily occur to re-
dactor or scribe. It had probably become illegible in the archetype of 3 and
a scribe substituted a phrase suggested by 135, returning to the oppression of
the people as the new point of departure. With We,, it is proper to suppose
that every city has come in by duplication — <y %33 from =7 %33. The scat-
tered fighting would be in the open country rather than in the towns. The
impossibility of 3 was discovered by Ew. (from Th.?) who besides adopting
& emends I by conjecture. The reading of & is also adopted by Th. with
the silent correction of vy to 7y, The retranslation of &AB by We. is adopted
by Dr., Bu,, al. 1 have chosen the /fsrael with Saul ' rather than a// the
people with Saul &AB, because it probably refers to the fsrael with Saul of v.23,
Et erant cum Saul quasi decem millia virorum, found in the authorized edition
of ¥, is no part of Jerome's translation but has crept in from [. The narra-
tive is continued in & by: xal ZaobA hyvénoev &yvoar peydAny &v 1 Huépg
dxelvp confirmed by l. Since We, this has been supposed to represent Sweoy
M7 0w A 2. But it is not certain that the author could so have ex-
pressed himself, As confessed by We., 711> occurs only in the Hexateuch
and Eccles. It is besides a technical term conveying a distinction not empha-
sized before the Priestcode; nor is it certain that m1» is the original of the
Greek word found here which represents in various passages six different
Hebrew words. In this uncertainty the conjecture of Kl. adopted by Bu.
becomes attractive, to wit: that the original Greek phrase was: xal XaodA
fiyvioey &yvelav. Bu. restores in his text a1 avn bweo», citing Num, 6.,  But,
as he himself says, usage would favour 713 713 Ym2» (or better v Sz )
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cf. 2. 158 Is. 1991, — bun] is pointed as if from Swv, e bekaved foolishly, But
this does not agree with the context, so that we should read Sa» from nox:
he caused the people to swear, like 3130 below. — 2kn v w] Dt. 2718 Jer. 118,
—nepn] generally with 3, as in 18% Jd. 157; with 1o Is. 124, In the latter
case the vengeance is a satisfaction taken from the enemy. On the tense cf.
Dr., Tenses®, p. 134.— 86. The text is corrupt, probably beyond restoration.
— 3 w3 pwaTr7] is impossible, whether we understand vy of a forest or
of a Aoneycoms, for the simple reason that pxn is never used for ke pegple
of the land;* — y&7=9:] may be a corruption of oyn=5 though it is difficult
to see how a scribe could make this mistake here. If so, the words will be a
duplicate of the oyn=23 in the preceding verse; & xal xdca % 7% #plora seems
to duplicate the whole preceding clause except the negative, and this is repre-
sented in . The only thing which is in place is a statement that a// the land
produced honey or that all the land flowed with honey. But none of the
efforts to put this into the text are satisfactory. We,, Bu., Dr., Ki. leave out
the whole clause, making the verse consist only of Avwn =%y ma ™, and
there was honeycomb on the face of the field. This is perhaps the best that can
be done.—26. ©an q';t;l fym] must be intended to mean and there was a flow
of honey ; but 752 in the only other passage in which it occurs means a way-
farer, 2 S. 12'. The change of pointing to 35 (Th.) is now generally
adopted, and as its consequence the further emendation of w37 to -, its
bees, evidently the original of AaA&y @. That the honey was deserted of its
bees made it especially tempting to the hungry people. It is not yet ex-
plained, to be sure, why the bees should have deserted their post. 1o is to
be read 3'wo with &T, cf. v.27 (KL). —nyazn] perhaps to be corrected to
M npaw with &. —87. n;n] the nomen unitatis of ~p is vy . MM K. ¢
nywm Qré; the latter is evidently to be preferred, cf. v v.2%, —88. opn qy]
can mean only: ke people were exhausted, a statement that interrupts the
sense, whether supposed to be spoken to Jonathan, or an explanation by the
author. If anything is in place here it is something completing the informa-
tion given, like Dyn <y, Zhe people testified to the oath when Saul laid it upon
them, perhaps by saying amen. Or we might read oy3 Wy, and ke called the
people to witness, that is, Saul did (cf. 1 K. 243), when he laid the objurgation
upon them. Something like this seems to have been the idea of Josephus
(Ant. VI. VL. 3), when he says that Jonathan did not hear the curse nor the
approbation the multitude gave it. @& reads y™™, an easy corruption of wpm.
The two words are thrown out, as a marginal gloss which has crept into the
text, by We., al. Another reading suggested by Josephus is oyn a v, ke lef?
off eating, which would be entirely in place at the beginning of the next sen-
tence. @& also connects its xa! yvw ['lwvaddy] with the following. — 29. -3p]
Gen. 34% Jos. 618 7% Jd. 113, —w"] read Ax~ with & (We.). —80. > ax]
emphatic introduction to what follows, making a climax: ‘I have been re-

¢ Dr. points to one instance, 2 S. 158: all the land was weeping aloud. But
there also it is doubtful whether the text is sound, .
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freshed by eating a little honey; Aow muck more if the people had eaten
would they have been refreshed.” He changes the construction, however, and
instead of saying ‘they would have been refreshed’ states the consequence of
the refreshment ‘there would have been great slaughter.’ —nnp +3] intro-
duces the apodosis after ®, But in this case we must omit the &% which
follows, and in this we have the authority of @. The change to x>7 makes an
awkward sentence. Or possibly &> represents the affirmative particle of which
we have traces elsewhere. — 7o1] read nozn &, notice the n which precedes.
—81. The first half of the verse is difficult as it stands, because it seems to
speak of a success such as even Jonathan would approve. But the narrator
would hardly contradict himself so directly. The only way of fitting the words
into the context is to throw out xn ona (or correct it to a1n) and make the
sentence a part of Jonathan’s speech: and they would have smitten the Philis-
tines [to-day] from Mickmask to Aijalon. The only alternative seems to be
to throw out the whole clause (We., Comep. p. 248). @ relieves us of the diffi-
culty so far as to omit Aijalon and to read »oora for #ooor. But the narrator
hardly supposes the whole day’s fighting to be confined to Michmash. Bu.
adopts this, and also adopts from Kl. A™5a vy for A, But in this case it
would be better to take over the whole of Kl.’s conjecture ama vy wron onz.
The insecurity of our footing must be obvious. On the site of Aijalon, Robin-
son, BA%, 111. p. 145, GASmith, Geog. pp. 210, 250 f., Buhl, Geaog. p. 198 who
refers to Guérin, Jfudée, 1. 2go. Cf. also Moore, fudges, p. §3 f.—oyn Apm]
pointed as if from f, cf. Jd. 4%, the more usual form is a3, and we should
probably point n. The clause resumes the narrative, —83. oy K% oym
Qré is doubtless to be preferred, cf. 1519, KI. defends the A7 deriving it from
ey a rare verb of uncertain meaning; xal éxAl6n &P points to v which favours
the Qré, which is also directly rendered by @L. The verb is perhaps denomina-
tive from 'y @ bird of prey. S5 Kt.: SHon Qré, again to be preferred. — ~wonzn
nsax] cf. 7y Adx 2 S, 22, —370Y;] is probably the original phrase, Lev.
19% Ex. 128, and 3779 v.¥ is to be corrected accordingly. o+~ % proposed
by Th. is not superior though we can hardly call it un-Hebraic, cf. Lev. 1719,
—88. 1mun] the undefined subject is avvun™. — 0'won] on the pointing Ges.?
§74i. own is given by Ginsburg as the Qré. — Son%] for this gerundial con-
struction cf. Dav., Synfax, §93, other examples are 121719 195 20%, — pn13] you
deal treacherously does not seem to be the verb called for. @& finds the name of
a place Gittaim, of which we have no other trace in this region. Perhaps 2»varb
would be in place. Kl.’s reconstruction is toc ingenious, — 21'n] must be cor-
rected to o1 with & (Th.). — 84. This command is evidently directed to those
immediately about the king and strengthens the case for oy z® in the preced-
ing verse. For ‘9w : drraia &; K. conjectures M n for which much may be
said and I have adopted it. — ™3] can hardly be upon #is stone ; more proba-
bly in this place.— onSsm1] seems wanting in & and is in fact superfluous. —
¥ vw e'r] we should expect the sheep to be added as above; read ~“on o'n
3 with @ (Th,, al.). —n%5n] lacking in @B, inserted by &L at the end of
the verse. K. followed by Bu. corrects to mmb, which is, in fact, what we
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need. Some reader zealous for the Law changed it as in ¥, while another
left it out as in &. —385. The appropriateness of this addition to the narrative
is apparent only if we identify the altar herc spoken of with the great stone
already mentioned. Had the author meant to make it something additional
he would have said Saul built zkere an altar (as is actually rendered by $).
The building of altars is a mark of piety in the patriarchs, Gen. 8% 127 13-®
26% (all J) and 357 (E). We have no reason to interpret otherwise in the
case of Saul. The supposition that the altar was built as a monument — non
cultus causa, honoris ergo —is excusable in Schm., but hardly so in Keil. —
1] must be circumstantial : witk it ke began the building of altars.—rud%
narc] the plural of the noun is not required, cf. Gen. 10°: ke was the first
to become a tyrant, and probably Gen. 93': Aoak was the first husbandman.

36-46. The penalty of the broken tabeo. — Saul proposes to
renew the attack on the Philistines, but at the priest’s suggestion
first seeks counsel of Yahweh. The oracle is silent; whereupon
Saul concludes that the vow laid upon the people has been broken,
and he takes measures to discover the guilty party. The sacred
lot is cast first between Saul with his house on one side. and the
people on the other; then between Saul and his son. Jonathan
is discovered to be the guilty person, and is condemned to death
by Saul. But the people, recognizing that the victory of the day
is owing to Jonathan, revolt against the decision and ransom him.
This closes the incident.

The section is the necessary conclusion of what precedes.
There the vow has been registered and its violation recorded.
Jonathan confesses his guilt in the terms already used in describ-
ing his unwitting trespass. In fact, the culmination of the story
is found in Saul's Brutus-like sentence of his own son, and in
Jonathan's noble willingness to die. The older commentators were
much exercised by the question whether Jonathan was really bound
by an adjuration of which he was ignorant. In the sense of the
Biblical writer, he was so bound. Nor can we seriously question
that, to the Biblical writer, the reason for Yahweh’s refusal to
answer Saul was his anger at Jonathan's transgression — though
the commentators have ingeniously avoided this conclusion, and
have tried to shift the guilt from Jonathan to Saul.

86-46. Doubts have been expressed as to the section being a part of the
original narrative, and it is true that v.% reads like the conclusion of a chapter
in the history. But the account of the vow of Saul and of Jonathan’s trans-
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gression is not complete without the present sequel. If necessary to choose,
it would be better to strike out v.% than to dispense with %46, We, who
holds this to be foreign to the genuine context ( Comp. p. 248), is well answered
by Bu. (RS. p. 206).

36. Saul makes a proposition: Let us go down after the Philis-
tines by night and smite them] reading with Bu. ; the received text,
let us plunder among them, is weak. The people agree, but the
priest advises consultation of the oracle: Zf us draw near hither
to God] Ex. 16° Zeph. 3®. The initiative of the priest may be
accounted for by his knowledge of the transgression. The emen-
dation of the text to make Saul the subject is arbitrary, though
Josephus gives the initiative to the king. — 37. Saul asks of God
in the customary form — here a double question, but one that
admits only the answer yes or 7o, cf. 30%. From the form of the
question it is probable that the oracle answered by the sacred lot.
— But he did not answer him that day] how the priest discovered
Yahweh'’s refusal to answer, we are not told. —38. Saul, with his
usual promptness, takes immediate steps to discover the occasion
of the divine wrath. He issues the order: Come hither, all the
cornerstones of the people!] the chief men are called by this name
Jd. 20 Is. 19™. — And know and seec wherein is this sin to-day] or
more probably i# whom is this sin. Abstractly considered, the
fault might be in a thing as well as in a person, but as Saul’s
measures look towards the discovery of a person, it is natural that
he should express himself accordingly. — 39. Saul solemnly pro-
tests that the offender shall not be spared : By the life of Yahweh.
who delivers Israel] that is, who is habitually Israel’s deliverer;
though it be I or Jonathan my son, ke shall be put to death] the
conjectural reading represented here will be defended in the criti-
cal note. The silence of the people shows that they appreciate
the gravity of the situation. —40. Arrangements are made for
casting the lot by the division of all present into two parties. On
one side are the people at large, on the other Saul and Jonathan,
they being the only members of the royal family who are present.
The arrangement, proposed by Saul, is consented to by the people.
—41. The sacred lot is cast in accordance with Saul's prayer pre-
served for us in & : And Saul said: Yahweh, God of Israel, why
hast thou not answered thy servant this day? 1If the guilt be in
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me or in Jonathan my son, Yahweh, God of Israel, give Urim ; but
&f thus thou say: 1t is in my people Israel; give Thummim. The
arguments for adopting this text are: (1) the improbability of its
being invented by a late author; (2) the difficulty of making
sense of the received text; (3) the loss by homeoteleuton is very
probable ; (4) the word o*an alone would not suggest the inser-
tion; (5) only by supposing something of this kind to have been
originally in the text, can we account for the statement that Saul
and Jonathan were faken. 1f, as these considerations make ex-
tremely probable, this is a part of the original text of Samuel, it
is one of the most important contributions of @ to the restoration
of that text, and to our knowledge of Hebrew antiquity. The
Urim and Thummim were known by name to the post-exilic
writers, but the method of their use had been forgotten. The
only early references are 1 S. 28° where Urim is mentioned as one
method of revelation, and Dt. 33® where Urim and Thummim are
attributed to the tribe of Levi. The present text describes them
more exactly than any of these. Urim and Thummim were two
objects used in the lot — perhaps stones of different colours — one
of which gave the affirmative, the other gave the negative answer
to a question put in the form already indicated. In this case:
Saul and Jonathan were taken and the people escaped. — 42. The
text seems to have suffered here also: And Saul said: Cast
between me and Jonathan my son; and Jonathan was taken] the
abruptness of the statement is contrary to analogy. & again comes
to our help and may plead the presumption that the same cause
which mutilated the preceding verse affected this also. It reads:
And Saul said: Cast between me and Jonathan! Whom Yahweh
shall take shall die. And the people said to Saul: It shall not be
so! But Saul prevailed over the people, and they cast the lot
between him and Jonathan his son, and Jonathan was taken] the
added feature of the protest of the people is too original to be a
Greek expansion of the text. —43. Jonathan confesses in response
to his father’s question : 7 did indeed taste a bit of honey with the
end of the staff which I carried. Here Iam! I am ready to die]
the last words are not a complaint at his fate, but express a heroic
willingness to meet it. So Josephus correctly understands it:
“ Jonathan was not dismayed at this threat of death, but submit-
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ting nobly and magnanimously, he said : I do not ask you to spare
me, Father ; death is all the sweeter to me, coming in connexion
with your piety and after a brilliant victory.” * Jonathan’s spirit
is comparable to that displayed by Jephthah'’s daughter, Jd. 11%. —
44. Saul pronounces the sentence, confirming it by an oath : So do
God to me and so again— thou shalt die, Jonathan!] the impreca-
tion as in 37.—45. The people interfere and deliver Jonathan:
Shall Jonathan die who has wrought this great deliverance for
Israel? Jonathan's bold attack upon the enemy was the beginning
of the victory, and without it the victory would not have been ob-
tained. By the life of Yakwek, there shall not fall a hair of his
head] 1 K. 1%, cf. 2 S. 14", — For ke has wrought with God] the
sense is, apparently, that if God was so well pleased with Jonathan
as to give him the victory, he cannot now require his death. As this
is a non sequitur, possibly the text has been obscured. — Z%¢ people
ransomed Jonathan] by substituting one of themselves —so Ew.

"and We, suppose. Driver points out that ransom by an animal
substitute was allowed by comparatively early laws, Ex. 13 ¥ 34%,
so that we cannot be absolutely certain.— 46. Of further pursuit
there could be no thought. Hence Sau/ went up from pursuing
the Philistines, and the Philistines went to their own country] the
narrative reaches a pause with this verse, but the same document
is continued in v.%,

86. ~133] on the form, Ges.® § 67 dd; Stade, Gram. § 137 a, 584 ¢. This
verb, however, is not the one we expect here, as Saul evidently means more
than plundering, for he does not want to leave one remaining. As & renders
the same word we are thrown upon conjecture; and of the various conjectures
the simplest is mon (Bu.), cf. 111! Jos. 1114, — "x23] pointed as a jussive (a
rare instance), Dr., Zenses$, § 50, Obs.; Ges.® § 48 5, note 2, 109 &; cf.
2 S. 1713, The space after a5, remarked in the Massoretic note, is probably
a trace of a different verse division. —n 1757 “pxn] Bu. proposes to restore
TprA N 057 A37pA 115 “onn (making Saul the subject), constructed after
the analogy of the restored v.1%. But & agrees with 3, and the sense is good.
If any change is needed, the clause might be stricken out, with 3. Against
its originality may be urged 37p (instead of ®, used elsewhere in this narra-
tive).— 87. yuy] @& adds nipios. — 88. 1] the form occurs three times;
recession of the accent on account of the following monosyllable (? cf. Ges.?
66 ¢). @& seems to have read v, — nubp] guads @L. — npa] probably to be

* Joseph., Antig. VI VI, 5.
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emended to '03 with &, Th., We., Bu,, Kl,, Dr., Ki.—39. mm=n] the dis-
tinction made by the punctuators between *n and *n in such expressions is arti-
ficial, and intended to disguise the fact that men swore by the life of Yahweh,
cf. 208, 2 S. 153, where the two forms are found side by side. —12°] is con-
fessedly a difficult form. It occurs Dt. 2914, where the analogy of wik in the
second half of the verse suggests that we should point u2, also 1 S, 2328
Est. 3% 1In the present passage Th. proposes to read M2+, on the ground
that the antecedent is nxvn, and this seems confirmed by &woxpi6f &, which
would represent M. But the analogy of the following verses suggests that the
original was w '3 »*, a combination that might give rise to 3 if one or two
letters became illegible. This is the conjecture of Kl., and 3 is quite in place
as the deth essentiae. —40. 13y°] els SovAelav & is an obvious error, but shows
a Hebrew original. —41. “x] is an erroneous insertion, " being part of the
vocative. —2'on nan] all attempts to make sense of the words as they stand
are vain: Give a perfect (lof) would be impertinent; show the right does vio-
lence to the words. The text of @, apparently best preserved by &L, retrans-
lated into Hebrew gives: w 3 or oA Trap=nk np x5 aoh Sxaer e
D'ON N3N PPA BP3 NERN M3 0N DY IR N3a Sk wnbr mr ppa a3 grava. The
only difficulty with this is, that the eye of a scribe would not be so likely to
mistake the second n3n for the first, as if the same word preceded both. The
reading of B in the second half of the verse is confused, but it supplies "~
before the second 3™, so that the probable reading was Swa voy), instead of
the simple o3 given above. After Ewald, who directs in general to ¢ complete
the text from the LXX’ (G V/3 IIL p. 51, E. Tr. II1. p. 36), this reading is
accepted by Th., We., Dr., Bu., Ki. We. conjectures Y872 qop3 u2» ox) as the
opening of the second half of the sentence, and is followed by Dr., Bu,, Ki.
Absolute conformity of the two parts of the prayer is, however, not necessary,
and 9280 1) DR seems more vivid, and therefore more likely to be original
Keil, followed by Erdm., argues against the whole insertion, and so does K1, —
48. The plus of & in this verse is contained, with slight variations, in ABL,
and is testified by the asterisk of Origen. one of the few cases in which the
Hexaplar signs have come down to us in the Books of Samuel. The retro-
version of Bu. needs no correction unless (with L and Hex.) we read 717 =3
instead of /n "3,  (For k. karaxpdrnoe 2. Tov Aaob either opan . . . piav,
cf. 17%, or dya prm, Dt. 22%,) Insert therefore after "3 the words “wn rx
13 W3 Hon 0p3 S pran mA A3 1 kS Swe-Sx opa oK My A o
w3 N, The resemblance between %33 jrav and w2 jryv accounts for the
omission. The emendation, made by Th., is rejected by We., on the ground
that to interrupt the decision of Yahweh is irreligious and the uncertainty
intolerable. But the people may well have seen that the result could be only
the loss either of Jonathan or of Saul, and have been willing rather to bear
the wrath of Yahweh than to face this certain loss. The emendation is ac-
cepted by Kl., Bu.; not noticed by Dr. and Ki.—48. 'nopv oyw] the adver-
bial infinitive throws emphasis upon the root idea of the verb ¢ I tasted a little
honey.’ As it is here a confession of transgression, in which there was no
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question of less or more, we should probably understand it to be an out-and-
out affirmation, and not intended to contrast fassing with eatéing, as though in
mitigation, —131] @ and & read 'uM. —44. "y 73] must have after it -,
as indicated by @LJ. The omission was probably made from superstitious
dread on the part of the scribe who would not write an imprecation upon
himself (We., who cites 25%, where an imprecation upon David has been
obscured for the same reason). So the Arab writer changes a denunciation
of the person present (in his narrative) to a denunciation of ‘the remote.’
The formula is found in 317. At the end of the verse |70 ¥ : ofiuepor GAB;
ofjuepov lwvabay @L. The unusual place of the vocative is an argument
against 3, and it might also be pleaded that the determination of Saul to
placate the deity at once is something that should be brought out. But the
pathos of the sentence is greater as read in 3, and the change to o»n more
likely than the reverse. The case is a difficult one to decide, but on the whole
| has the advantage (so We., Bu,, K1.). —45. ny»>n] would be sufficient
without qualification, as is felt by %, which reads simply: who kath wrought
deliverance for Israel.—n55n] is lacking in @B. The insertion is easily
accounted for by the context (KI., Bu.), and superfluous. —ox] is used in
oaths with the negative sense.— n~ywz] the use of o is explained by Dr.,
MNotes, p. 91. It would not be extravagant hyperbole (to the Oriental mind)
to take it as partitive: ‘There shall not fall [even a fraction] of a hair.’ —
Ny 0¥dr oy 2] should mean in this context : for on the side of God he wrought.
The construction is, however, awkward, and & had a different text: 37« ¥Aeor
Oeoir éxolncey &L: b1i & Aads Tob Beoil éwoinoer &AB, Orfe of these is prob-
ably corrupted from the other, and possibly both go back to the pronunciation
os for op. For God will be gracious this day is nearly what we require: v
orn ownor cny. KL proposes ok o0 2 — for the mercy of God hath made
this day. But it is difficult to justify this by the facts, for Zis day is not the
day of the battle but the day following. — "] means they ransomed : xal
wpoontvéaro & would point to Y9p». There can scarcely be a doubt that 3 is
original,

47-51. Summary of Saul's activity. — The paragraph is a
summary such as we find in 2 S. 20%%®. The latter paragraph
seems to have been originally the conclusion of one history of
David. It should be noted that our section does not make any
chronological attempt, such as we find in the framework of the
Books of Kings. For this reason we should probably date it early,
as compared with other redactional insertions. The author’s idea
of Saul’s conquests also points to a time before the figure of David
had received the prominence which it has in the greater part of
the historical books. Not improbably this section was the copclu-
sion of the life of Saul, from which came chapters 9. 10. 11. 13. 14
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" in their original form. In this case it may have stood after 16%,
from which place it was removed by the editor who wished to
conclude the account of Saul’s successes before going on to relate
his rejection.

47-51. As to the character of the section, the critics are agreed; as to its
age there is some difference of opinion. The similar closing formula for the
life of Samuel (7'%-15) reminds us of those we find in the Book of Judges. In
regard to David we have like data given 2 S. 333 and 5131, both which give
the names of David’s family, as well as 2 S. 20%-# which originally closed an
account of David’s life. For Solomon also we can point out a much more
extended panegyric, but one which is in substance equivalent to our section,
in 1 K. 41-514. There seems to be no inherent improbability in the supposition
that such a panegyric was composed by the author who has just given the
account of Saul's piety (cf. Kuenen, #/CO2 p. 381). The theory of We.
(Comp. 247) is that the panegyric marks (in the mind of the editor) the close
of Saul’s rightful reign, and this is adopted by Co., £inf8. p. 100. This is
probably the reason for the insersion of the section in his place. But we can
hardly suppose that an editor who knew no more of Saul's successes than is
contained in what has preceded, and who moreover regarded him as rejected
of Yahweh, could write such a panegyric. The resemblance to the ¢ prag-
matic * sections of the Book of Judges affirmed by Bu. (RS. p. 206 {.) seems
less marked than he would make it. Bonk (De Davide, p. 53, and ZAT W.
XI. p. 143) finds here a fragment from a source which has not appeared up to
this point — a history of the family of Saul. Ki. (GZA. IL p. 29) declares for
an independent but late source, cf. also Dr., LO7%. p. 173.

Properly there are two paragraphs, — one giving a summafy of
Saul’s wars, the other containing the names of his family. —47. So
Saul took the kingdom over Israel and fought on all sides against
all his enemies] the enemies of [srael seem to be in the author's
mind. The enumeration of them gives the same names which we
find in the account of David’s wars, 2 S. 8 and elsewhere : Moad
and the Bné Ammon, and Edom and Beth Rehob] as & author-
izes us to read. — 7%e king of Soba] seems also natural, as in &,
rather than the kings of Soba 3. Beth Rehob and Soba were
both Aramaean states in the Lebanon region. Rather curiously
the Philistines come last in the list. — And wherever he turned
he was victorious] on the emendation, see the critical note. —
48. Especial mention of the expedition against Amalek: 4nd Ae
gathered an army and smote Amalek] the translation rather forces
the text. In case it is not accepted, we must join the opening
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clause with the preceding, making it read : And wherever he turned
he was victorious and did valiantly. ‘The next sentence will then
be: And he smote Amalek and delivered Israel from the hand of
his plunderer] it is evident that the author has present stress
rather than a historic occasion in mind as furnishing a motive for
Saul. This shows the difference between his point of view and
that of chapter 15.—49. The family of Saul is brought before
us: first, his sons: Jonathan and Ishbaal] so we are authorized
to correct, the name in 3§ having been mutilated for religious
reasons. The first name means Ya/kweh gave, the second, Man
of the Lord, Baal having been used quite innocently for Yahweh
in this period. The third also contains a name of Yahweh
(Melek), though the second element is obscure. All three testify
to the piety of Saul. Of the daughters’ names Merab is obscure,
Michal possibly the same which appears elsewhere as Mickael.—
50. His wife was Ahinoam daughter of Akimaas] the names occur
elsewhere. The general of the army was 4éner, who plays a more
prominent part after the death of Saul than before. He was son
of Ner, uncle of Saul. As the word translated wncle is of some-
what wide meaning, the author proceeds to define more exactly.
—B81. Kish the father of Saul and Ner the father of Abner were
sons of Abiel] so we read on conjecture.

52. The verse joins closely to v.%, and prepares the way for
164, where David is received into Saul’s staff. — Zhe war was
severe against the Philistines all the days of Saul] the author
guards against the impression that the late indecisive campaign
was the only one.— And whenever Saul saw any powerful man
or any vigorous man, he would attach him fo himself] as in the
case of David which follows.

47. 5% Sw2n] the order of the words indicates the opening of a new sec-
tion. After Edom &L adds: «al eis Td» BaifpodB:, evidently intending the
Beth Rehob mentioned in connexion with Sobah, 2 S. 10%. The name has
been corrupted in @B to Baifedp. The text is emended to conform to &L by
Kl., and the emendation is adopted by Bu.—3%p3] the singular number was
found by & and is doubtless original. — ;2] seems to give no proper sense
in this connexion, though We. compares Syr. 3'n. Hebrew usage allows
only the meanings /o convict of guilt, or /o0 act wickedly. @& éod{erw points to
pzy which was first suggested by Cappellus (Crifica Sacra, p. 261), and is
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now generally adopted. —48. Yn wsn] and ke wrought mighty deeds as in
Num. 248 Dt. 8%, Both & and T understand the expression to mean A¢
gathered an army and this is a more appropriate introduction to the mention
of Amalek, “n pap occurs 1 K. 20!, and it is possible that ‘7 wpn may be
interpreted in this sense, cf. Ezek. 284, thou didst acquire might.— 2] cf.
23! Jd. 21 with Moore’s note. — 48. w2°] occurs also Gen. 4617 and is evi-
dently a corruption of y2» (rn) = ma e, This is the equivalent of Zsk-
baal which has been altered in the other direction into /shbosheth. The actual
name was Ish baal — ¢ke man of the Lord. The identity of the name in the
text with Ishbosheth was affirmed by Ewald (G V73, 1II. p. 148, E. Tr. I11.
p. 108), who also reconstructed »x» from @. The exact state of the case was
demonstrated by We., who is followed by Dr. (with some reserve), Bu,, Ki.
@L adds xal ’EwBdaA at the end of the list. — 12972] MeAxioedsi &L. In-
stead of three sons, four are ascribed to Saul in 312 (where three are slain)
and 1 Chr. 8% ¢, —530] MeAxdA & and »3°c & would point to Swsbr, cf.
G. 46'7.— B80. The first two names are compounded with nx (brother) like so
many which have come down to us. —21'an] occurs elsewhere in the shorter
form =33%.— 1. Swan-1a] should obviously be read Sw*an=+3 as is indicated
by Josephus, and pointed out by Th. (followed by KIl.,, Dr., Ki,, Bu.). Only
thus do we get what belongs here, for that Kish was the father of Saul is
already known to us, and that Ner was a son of Abiel throws no light on the
situation unless we know who Abiel is.

88. nxm] the tense indicates what was repeatedly or habitually done, Dr.,
Tenses?, §§ 120, 148, 1. With vooxn the author falls back into the narrative
tense, having the particular instance in mind rather than the frequent repeti-
tion.

XV. The rejection of S8aul. — The word of Yahweh is brought
by Samuel to Saul, commanding the extermination of Amalek on
the ground of what that people did to Israel in the Desert. Saul
therefore gathers an army, and makes the campaign. But he
succumbs to the temptation of the booty, and himself spares the
king of Amalek, besides conniving at the people’s taking the best
of the spoil for themselves. Samuel is divinely informed of the
disobedience, goes to meet Saul, and rebukes him. Giving no
weight to the king’s excuses, he formally announces that Yahweh
has rejected him. Saul confesses his sin, but Samuel persists in
his sentence ; and when his garment rends in the grasp of Saul,
he interprets the event as a sign of the divine decision to take
away the kingdom. Nevertheless he consents to pay outward
respect to the king, bowing with him in worship. Samuel then
calls for Agag, whom he puts to death before Yahweh.
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* The first thing that strikes us in reading this account is, that it
makes no mention of an earlier rejection of Saul. The author
does not intimate that this is a second test. There is no hint that
he supposes Saul to have repented of his former sin—a repent-
ance such as the earlier commentators postulated, in order to
harmonize the two accounts. This chapter, like 13", reads as if
it were the only account of Saul’s rejection. But the common
features are striking. Gilgal is the scene of both. In each, Saul
receives 2 command from Samuel. In each he disobeys (though
the exact manner of the disobedience in 13*" is obscure) ; in
each he is informed that his kingdom is taken from him; in each
the kingdom is said to have been given to another. The conclu-
sion is obvious: though the two accounts are taken from two sep-
arate documents, and though each formed, in the history of which
it was a part, the sole account of the rejection of Saul, yet they
are derived from a common tradition, or one is dependent on the
other.

Of the affiliations of the present section we can have no doubt.
It belongs with chapters 1—3. 7. 8. 10"®. 12. The position of
Samuel is the same as in those sections. Although retired, he is
still the organ of the theocratic administration. Saul is still under
obligation to obey his commands. Disobedience to Samuel is
disobedience to God, and is punished by deposition. This iden-
tity of view is accompanied by resemblance of language. God is
Yakwek Sabaoth (15% cf. 13M). There is distinct reference to
the people's coming up out of Egypt (15° 8% 10%) ; Samuel cries
to Yahweh (15" 7° 12%) ; Saul, like the people, is reproached with
having rejected the word of Yahweh (152 8). Other similarities
will show themselves in the detailed examination of the passage.
We must suppose the story to belong with the chapters already
named. Taking them as forming a single history, we see that this
is really the climax. The document gives a life of Samuel, in
which Saul has a prominent part to be sure, but a part which
serves to set off the glory of Samuel. The author reckons Samuel
as one of the divinely appointed judges. Saul's election was a
mistake from the beginning. The real succession passed to David.
The rebellious demand for a king was acceded to only under a

protest on the part of Yahweh and his prophet. An unhappy
K
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issue was looked for from the start. Nor was it long delayed.
The very first time that Saul was put to the test he failed.

We might, indeed, suppose that the author originally gave more
of Saul’s exploits than have been preserved to us. But, as he has
already ascribed the Philistine victory to Samuel, he probably had
little else to give. In fact, his interest in Saul was not such as to
make him give more. As we have already seen, he was probably
dependent on the other (and earlier) document. His account of
Saul's rejection is a free reconstruction and expansion of 13%%,
designed to take the place of that narrative, and to make it teach
a theocratic lesson.

XV. The critical questions are treated in the works already frequently
cited. 1 confess my inability to see why this chapter should be made ¢ inter-
mediate between the two streams of narrative already considered’ (We,,
Comp. p. 248, Dr., LOTS. p. 178, Ki., GH. 11. p. 25). The character and
position of Samuel as here portrayed agree closely with his picture as drawn
in the life of Samuel, chapters 7. 8. 12, unless it is easier to unmake a king
than to make him, which will hardly be asssrted. So far from ¢ occupying a
position midway between prophets like Elijah or Elisha and those like Amos
or Hosea” (Ki.), Samuel as here represented is more autocratic than any of
these. No one of them, even in the stories which are told of them, ever stood
out so distinctly and frankly the superior of a king of Israel, as is the case
with Samuel in the section before us. The section agrees fully in this respect
with 7. 8. and 12.

The majority of critics draw a sharp line between this and the following
chapter (16'-13). The reason is not apparent. On the contrary, the logical
sequence of this chapter is foun in that paragraph. Saul is rejected in order
that David may be anointed. It may be said that Samuel’s fear of Saul in the
second section is inconsistent with the autocratic position which he here occu-
pies. But it should be remembered that the motive of the author in making
Samuel dissimulate is to account for the secresy of the transaction. He knew
that no hint of an anointing of David appears in any other document. To
account for this fact, he must make Samuel keep his errand secret. The
obvious device was to make his concealment motived by fear of Saul.

1-3. The command and its motive. — Samuel comes to Saul
with the Word of Yahweh. The hostility of Amalek shown in the
Wilderness is yet unpunished. Saul is therefore to devote them
to utter destruction. The historicity of the incident is open to
grave doubts. Saul's kingdom was over Benjamin, and there he
had all he could do to keep back the Philistine attack. Judah
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was separated from him by the Jebusite fortress, and its loyalty
could never have been very warm. The claim on Amalek was
outlawed by some centuries. So far from this people being exter-
minated by Saul, they were engaged in active feud with David
very soon after the suppased attack by Saul. Finally, no trace
of this attack has survived in any passage of the Old Testament
except the one before us.—1. The command seems to follow
immediately on the farewell address of Samuel in 12. It begins
with the statement : Me did Yahweh send to anoint thee] the pro-
noun is put first for emphasis. The statement is made in order
to call attention to Samuel's right to command. — Now hear the
sound of the words of Yahweh] the circumlocution is chosen to
avoid anthropomorphism, and shows a comparatively late date. —
2. Thus saith Yahweh Sebaoth] a standing formula with the
prophets. This divine name has already been met in the account
of Samuel’s life, 13 ! 44, cf. also 17%.— 1 have resolved to punisk] this
seems to be the only way in which we can understand the words;
the translation 7 rememéber seems not justified by usage. Amalek
was a clan of Bedawin inhabiting the Wilderness of the Wander-
ing. They inhabited also the Neged, Nu. 13%. — What Amalek
did to Israel, in that he opposed him in the way when he came
up out of Egypt] the construction is difficult, but the historical
reference is evident. In Ex. 1% we find that Amalek made
war with Israel in Rephidim. Again, they opposed Israel’s en-
trance to Canaan from the south, Num. 14%¥. In Deuteronomy
also (25"") we find Amalek stigmatized as having met Israel sin
the way and having cut off their weary and faint stragglers. The
phrase in the way would indicate that the present account depends
upon Deuteronomy. Further instances of hostility between Ama-
lek and Israel are found in Jd. 7 and in David’s life, 1 S. 30.
The comparatively late text 2 S. 8" speaks of their spoil having
been consecrated by David, so that the present account can hardly .
have been known to the author of that verse. Had the vow
recorded in Ex. 17" been in this writer's mind he would have
made some reference to it. — 8. Go and smite Amalek and devote
him and all which belongs to him] such solemn devotion to
Yahweh (and therefore to destruction) is well known from Dt. 7*
20", where it is commanded as the duty of Israel in dealing with
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the Canaanites, and from Jos. 6%, where it is described as actually
carried out. By this act of consecration, a city or nation with all
its property became Yahweh's. Indestructible objects of value
(gold and silver) came into the treasury of the sanctuary, Jos. 6%.
Everything else must be destroyed, including the human beings,
as is made clear by this verse: And do not spare him, but slay
man and woman, child and babe, ox and sheep, camel and ass] so
at Jericho the ban covered man and woman, youth and aged, ox
and ass, Jos. 69 ; cf. Dt. 20", where Israel is forbidden to leave
alive anything that breathes. That Mesha devoted the Israelites
to Chemosh in the same way is expressly said by himself (/nscrip-
tion, 1. 17).

1. The verse fits well on to the end of ch. 12, and Bu.’s supposition that it
has been expanded is unnecessary. The solemn reminder would be especially
appropriate if the commission were the first with which the new made king
was charged. — n&] is emphatic by position. —n»] is inexact, for in none
of the documents was Samuel ses/ to anoint Saul. But we can probably not
insist on verbal accuracy in our author. — 9525 Jd. 918 2 S. 28, —p5=b;] is
lacking in @B, whereas Yxv>'-%; is not represented in &L.— 31 5ypb] Dt.
412 535, —%. 'nypo] this tense is quite justified in the meaning 7 Aave deter-
minedto do thus, Dr., Notes, referring to Jd. 158, and Zesses®, § 13. The attempt
to make the verb here mean 7 remember AV. or / have [mentally] marked RV.
Erdm., Keil, is based (as alleged) upon Ex. 3!¢ Jer. 232 Ps. 85. But examina-
tion shows that none of the passages sustain the assumed meaning. The
oldest tradition for this passage is voiced in the rendering »iv dxdixfow, or
viv dBixé & and is undoubtedly correct. With sound feeling Schm. ren-
ders: wvisitare constitui. — p>r;] is connected with Edom in the genealogy,
Gen. 36!2 18, Balaam predicted their destruction, Num. 242). — 19 0z=2x] is
supposed to mean Aow ke laid wait for him AV., ot how he set himself against
him RV. But the supposed parallels 1 K. 202 Ezek. 23% both have % and
both have an object supplied by &@. 2 K. 103 seems similar to our text, but
there > is dative of advantage and the verb has an object expressed; v,
which is urged as an analogon, also requires b, Ps. 37. It is probable that
dwhyryoey & points to a different reading, though what it is, is difficult to
make out. Dt. 251 has 7973 7D 7K, but this is not sufficiently explicit for
our passage. For the verb here Kl. suggests 1o». If conjectures be in order,
I would change to ¥ =3 a2, the crime being aggravated (as Dt. more ex-
plicitly states) by the fact that it was committed when %e (Israel) was in
trouble. But I have not ventured to introduce this into my translation, as the
reasons for choosing it are not decisive, —2o0 %3] Gen. 13! (J) Ex.
178 (E) Num. 218 (J) 32" (P). The imperative v is followed by the per-
fect consecutive as is customary. — onon™] the plural is unexpected and we
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should probably restore »zn™ as read by &, making the next word nw in-
stead of nk (We.). The verb seems to occur nowhere in Samuel except in
this chapter. It is used by all the Pentateuchal sources.—b5cnn] Dt. 13°
Ex. 28.—nox 7 o] cf. 2219 Jos. 631, For %y (Ginsb.) many editions
have .

4-9. Saul's disobedience. — This consists in making important
exceptions to the completeness of the destruction.— He first
called out the people and mustered them in Telam] a town in the
south of Judah, Jos. 15®. The number given, fwo hundred thou-
sand footmen, is to be judged like similar data elsewhere. The
ten thousand, the men of Judak, seem to be an afterthought. —
5. And he came to the city of Amalek] the absence of a name for
the city shows the author’s vagueness of geographical knowledge.
Cities there can hardly have been in that desert region, though a
fortified village might by courtesy be so denominated. The read-
ing cifies ® is plainly incorrect. Only one engagement is thought
of. — And lay in wait in the wadi] a favourite move in Hebrew
strategy, Jos. 8 Jd. 20®. — 6. The Kenites whom Saul warned were
old allies of Israel, represented in one document as the tribe of
Moses' father in law, Jd. 4. After sharing the desert wanderings
of Israel and entering Palestine, they preferred the nomad life in
the Negeb, where they dwelt with Amalek according to the origi-
nal text of Jd. 1%, The author does not seem to have questioned
whether the warning to the Kenites would not frustrate the pur-
pose of Saul in regard to Amalek. The reason of Saul’s consider-
ate treatment of the Kenite is given in his message to them in the
circumstantial clause: cum tu tamen misericordiam feceris cum
omnibus filiis Israelis (Schm.). The Kenites withdrew as warned.
— 1. And Saul smote Amalek from —] the name of the place is
now lost; Hawilak, which is given by our documents, is impossi-
ble. — As far as Shur whick is before Egypt] “Shur is originally
the wa// which ran from Pelusium through Migdol to Hero”
(We.).* —8. And he took Agag the king of Amalek alive] cf. Jos.
88, — But all the people he slew with the sword] lit. consecrated
according to the mouth of the sword, cf. Moore on Jd. 1®.—

® The description of this wall, or line of fortifications, is given by Wiedemann,
Herodot's Zweites Buck (Leipzig, 1890), p. 88, with references to Diodorus Siculus
and the Egyptian sources.
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9. Saul and the people spared Agag and the best of the small and
large cattle, the fatlings and the lambs] a slight emendation of the
received text is necessary. The wealth of Amalek must have been
mainly in cattle. The motive of Saul in sparing Agag (pride, hope
of ransom, an ill-timed emotion of pity, respect of persons) was
much discussed by the older commentators (cf. Schm., Quaestio
VI. ad Cap. XV.). An Agag is mentioned Num. 247, where he is
made the symbol of great exaltation, but it is not yet clearly made
out whether there is a reference to this passage. On the vile
and refuse which were destroyed, see the critical note.

4. ycom] the Piel is used only here and 238, where also Saul calls out the
people to war. In both places it is possible that we should point a Hiphil,
1 K. 152 Jer. 50® 51%7, — 3'%%1] the name of a place is no doubt intended
— guasi agnos U is, of course, impossible. But év FaAydrois & is not appro-
priate. Most recent critics find in the text only an orthographic variation
of 0% a town mentioned Jos. 15%. For two Aundred thousand we find four
Ahundred thousand &. The ten thousand of Judah are omitted by &L, but
increased to thirty thousand by @B, — 8. ~y] wéAewr &. — 3] is intended
for 37 (drf8pevoey &) as is seen by Kimchi and Schm. Kautzsch (Ges.®
§ 68 1) takes it to be Hiphil, but 3 occurs nowhere else in this stem.—
6. 1 1Mo 135] & omits 1, perhaps correctly. On the daghesh in = cf.
Ges.? 20g.— 'phrp] as we expect the author to be consistent, it scems best
to restore pbop here, the form which we find at the end of the verse. — 7D ]
should probably be pointed (Lag., Propk. Chald. p. ki), cf. Gen. 1882 | S,
12%, This is much more forcible than the received pointing. —%>] is super-
fluous and therefore suspicious — lacking in &BL. — ] should certainly be
1'¢ or Wpn, probably the latter, because that form is elsewhere used in this
passage; We., Bu,, Ki,, choose 1p. — 7. abwn] elsewhere the name of some
point or district in Arabia. It occurs once in a phrase similar to the one in
the text — from Havilak to Shur, Gen. 2518, 1t there bounds the territory
of the Ishmaelites, of which Havilah should be the eastern boundary. It
would consequently be far from the scene of Saul's exploit. Still there is a
possibility that our author, whose geography is not very distinct, borrowed the
whole phrase from Genesis. We. conjectures 7¢/am to be the original read-
ing. But this does not commend itself, because Saul had advanced beyond
Telam when the attack was made. Glaser (as cited by BDB. sué voce) pro-
poses to read A% on which is mentioned 1 S. 231 263, But this hill in the
Desert of Judah was hardly a part of the Amalekite territory. A'on liguet.
— w2 ¥11] cf. 278 (where o%p seems to have stood in connexion with it). —
230-%] in _front of is frequently used of the east side, and would be appropri-
ately so understood here.—8. ;7] may mean the soldiery (Ki.), but as there
is no record of any human being being spared except Agag, it is better to
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make it general. — 3o £van] Jos. 6% cf. Dt. 1315, — 9. 32p] only in
the Book of the Covenant, Ex. 224, and P, Gen. 478 1, — 3y3vpm] is supposed
‘to be the lambs of the second birth. The word is, however, a mistake for
cyzva (Th,, We,, Dr., Bu, Ki.), and the adoption of this carries with it the
erasure of %y which follows. ©™3m 0*=wn defines the dest of the cattle. Kl
proposes women and ckildren for which there is no support. 0w, as delica-
cies, Dt. 3214. o' & is adopted by Ew. 1 here and 2% in Nu. 247 are
the same name. From the reference in Numbers we conclude that an Agag
had been an object of terror or of admiration to the Israelites —it should be
noted, however, that GABL has Gog there.—1nx] Ex. 109 (E), Dt. 2% 1010
1 S. 314, —pon Mmapy] is impossible. The first word is a monstrum (Dr.)
caused by the stupidity of a scribe. The second is apparently for roxry, for
we require a feminine form. Part of this original was wrongly spaced and
formed part of the word which ) now reads as nnw, the n being duplication
from the following word. The true text is therefore roxzn n1ay nordd Y3
with omission of anx, The word noxbp is used for property in general, Ex,
2219 (E), and for catle Gen. 33'%. We may compare n9yp used for flocks
Is. 40'%. Trumbull came to the conclusion (independently of We.) that Skur
is the frontier fortification of Egypt, and the same is the view of Brugsch,
as cited by Buhl and Socin (Ges. W.B, sub voce).

10-23. The prophet’s rebuke. — Samuel, divinely informed of
Saul’s transgression, goes to seek him, and meets him at Gilgal.
Saul at first declares that he has carried out the commandment of
Yahweh. When convicted by circumstantial evidence, he throws
the blame on the people. The prophet cuts his protestations
short, and when Saul attempts further argument, pronounces the
final word of rejection. —10. The word of Yahweh came to Samuel)
the context implies that it was in a vision of the night. —11. 7
repent that I made Saul king] Gen. 6%7 (J). The dogmatic
attempt to explain the anthropomorphism may be read in Schm.,
Quacestio VII. Yahweh does not explain the nature of his emo-
tion, but goes on to give its occasion: For ke has turned from
Jollowing me and has not carried out my command] lit. my word ;
the Hebrew has my words, but the reference is to one particular
revelation. — And Samuel was angry] there seems to be no
reason for changing the text. The violent emotion of the Ori-
ental at the frustration of his hopes must not be judged by our
standard of propriety. — And cried to Yahweh all night] in pro-
test and expostulation. Schm. compares Moses’ grief for Israel.
—12. The entreaty fails to change the purpose of Yahweh, and
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Samuel starts in the early morning to deliver his message. He is
told : Saul came to Carmel] the Carmel in Judah, well known
from the history of David. It lay nearly south of Hebron, and"
would be in Saul’s path. — And behold he has set up a trophy] the
noun means @ monument in 2 S. 18®. The words and turned and
passed by are difficult to understand in this connexion. Probably
there is some confusion in the text. — And went down to Gilgal]
must .conclude the information concerning Saul’'s movements.
The object of going to Gilgal was evidently to offer thank offer-
ings, as indeed @ asserts.—13. Blessed be thou of Yahwek] the
form of the salutation shows that it was originally a prayer. Saul's
sweeping claim — 7 kave fulfilled the word of Yakwek —is in flat
contradiction to Yahweh'’s revelation to Samuel, v."’. The author’s
purpose is to paint Saul as one hopelessly hardened in sin. The
older commentators note his hypocrisy, tum.in excusando, tum
in confitendo et poenitendo (Schm.). —14. Samuel at once con-
victs him by present phenomena: Zhen what is this bleating of
sheep in my ears, and this lowing of cattle which I hear? The
inconsistency was palpable. —15. Saul’s confession of the fact is
so frank as to be impudent, and equally offensive is his intimation
that the religious purpose in view was sufficient justification:
From Amalek I brought them : for the people spared the best of the
sheep and the oxen to sacrifice to Yahweh thy God] the designa-
tion may possibly intimate that Samuel was to profit by the sacri-
fice. Still, as he does not appear to be a priest, much emphasis
can hardly be laid upon this; and it is more natural to suppose
that the author betrays here his theory that Yahweh was the God
of Samuel, but hardly the God of Saul. —16. Samuel cuts the
speech short: Stop ! and let me tell thee wkat Yahweh said to me
this night] in our mode of speaking it would be st night. —
17, 18. Receiving permission to proceed, Samuel begins his re-
' not, though litlle in thine own eyes, chief of the
? The question seems to be a rebuke of Saul's
1bservience to the people. The next clause be-
which should read: And Yahweh anointed thee
and sent thee a journey. The close collocation
already advanced that in this document the com-
n immediately after the coronation.— Go and
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exterminate the sinners, Amalek, and fight against them until they
are completely destroyed] 2 S. 22%® 1 K. 22". Amalek is called
sinners because of the ancestral offence against Israel. —19. The
situation has thus been described : the rebuke follows in the form
of a question: And why didst thou not obey the voice of Yahweh,
and didst swoop upon the booty, and didst that whick is evil in the
eyes of Yahweh #] Jd. 2" 3. 21. Saul's further protest only con-
victs himself. He now calls what was spared ke firstfruits of
that which was devoted, which is of course an absurdity. —
22, 23. The reply of Samuel is rhythmical in form:

Does Yahweh delight in offerings and sacrifices
As in obedience to the voice of Yahwek ?
Behold, obedience is better than sacrifice,
And to hearken than the fat of rams.
For rebellion is the sin of soothsaying,
Obstinacy is the iniguity of Teraphim.
Because thou hast rejected the word of Yahweh,
He has rejected thee from ruling over Israel.

The passage is a summary of later Jewish theology, cf. Ps. 50° 51%,
The author's remoteness from the times of Saul is evident from
the horror with which he views the Teraphim. His verse seems
to have been trimeter in construction, though transmission has
obscured the original reading in some cases.

11, snsbon] 82 121, — v nxp 3] Num. 144 3215 (P) Jos, 221618 (P), —
opa &5 3] Dt, 27% Jer. 34'%. —m ] is emended to ~¥n by Bu,, Ki., fol-
lowing a suggestion of Dr.; & has xal #99unse which Dr. supposes to point
to 7>, But it should be noted that in two other passages, 2 S. 68 and its
parallel * 1 Chr. 13!}, °\nn is rendered in the same way. In these passages
David is said to have been amgry at Yahweh’s breaking out upon Uzzah, in
which we find a close analogy to the present experience of Samuel. —p;m] of
crying to God in distress, Ex. 28 (P) Jd. 3° 68 (D) 1 S. 7 128, —12. nbpon]
25%3-7.40, mentioned as one of the cities of Judah, Jos. 155, The place would
lie near Saul’s road from the Negeb to Gilgal. The ruins still bear the name
Kurmul (GASmith, Hist. Geog. p. 306 note). — 330 mm] is wrong, because
it implies that Saul is still engaged at the work. Read 230 mm with &
(which had even 23%), We,, Dr., Bu.— ] of the pillar of Absalom 2 S. 188,
and of a memorial of some kind Ex. 17!® (if the text is sound), cf. Is. 568. —
3o+] is in place only if, with &, we make Samuel the subject — thes ke turned

® The parallel passage weighs as much for the usage of & as if it were inde-
pendent of the other,
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about— for Saul certainly did not need to turn. But what the context requires
is a continuation of the information about Saul, for Samuel wants to know
where he now is. 230 has come in by mistake and should be omitted. The
text of @ has suffered here from the confusion of the names Saul and Samuel,
as is evident from @B which reads: and it was told Sau/ that Samuel came to
Carmel (corrected in AL), For 737" 30:: xal éwéorpege 70 Spua [adroi] @.
At the end of the verse & reads: and Ae came down to Gilgal to Saul, and
behold he offered a burnt offering to the Lord, the firstfruits of the spoil which
he brought from Amalek. But, as remarked by We., this can hardly be origi-
nal, as Samuel would take some notice of the sacrifice. —18. ~» n~x 3]
233 2 S. 25 Ruth 2%, —14. n] defines the Y of course.—15. trwan]
fveyxa & is more forcible and I have adopted it. — “ox] is impossible to
reproduce except by a causal particle, cf. Davidson, Synfax, p. 198. Of the
examples cited there, only Gen. 3018 1 K. 3% 2 K. 17* seem to hold, and it
should be remembered that even in such cases “ox does not define the cause
as ' would. —ud>nn] should be corrected to npwn according to &. —
18. nn7] desine garrire multum, Schm. In Dt. g4 it expresses God’s desire
not to hear entreaty or intercession from Moses. — voxn X2] is doubtless to
be corrected to “orv with the Qré, — 17. The translation of the text as it
stands is attempted above. As the sentence is somewhat involved (for
Hebrew) there is room for suspicion as to the correctness of transmission.
@L seems to have expanded, influenced by Saul’s own confession of his
humble station in 921, reading: Ar? thou not [too] small in thine own eyes to
be ruler, coming from the tribe of Benjamin, the least of the tribes of Israel ?
Yet Yahwek anointed thee king over all Israel,; where the contrast is between
Saul’s own tribe and a// Israel. This, however, is artificial and far-fetched for
an occasion like this. @B seems to find a sarcastic question in the words:
Art thow not small in his eyes, O Ruler of the tribes of Israel? Yet Yahweh
anointed thee, etc. In the uncertainty, and as ) might have given rise to the
other readings, it seems safest to adhere to the received text. —18. mn] is
superfluous if the sentence really begins with Jnzpm, — nnpann:] confirms the
text adopted in v.8, — 1] @& adds els dué. — 30k oMb~v;] can hardly be
correct. @& seems to have had onx ymY% vy which would do. But it seems
simpler to omit the last word as an erroneous repetition (We., Dr., al.). —
19. vym] see on 14%.—-m yn ©y™y] a standing Deuteronomistic phrase,
—80. “>x] as equivalent to > recitativum, cf. Dr., Aotes, and Ges.3* 157 ¢;
but 1ox is conjectured by Bu.—81. mox-] elsewhere of the first(ruits of
vegetable products, Ex. 23! 34° Num, 153 Dt. 18, —28. yon~] 1 S. 18%;
the word is found in late writers, — ;o=:] where the comparison would be
fully expressed by p>»33. Such an ellipsis needs no justification. 3vwpab
=@&. The is lacking in 3. Grammatically speaking there is an ellipsis of
3w in the last clause.—a %3] & and @ render VW3, not being con-
strained by the metre.—98. The verse is obscure, and the versions do not
give much help. The writer intends to say, evidently, that Saul’s sin is as bad
as the soothsaying and idolatry for which the heathen are condemned. His
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sin is vvp — rebellion against the command of God, for which Ezekiel rebukes
Israel, cf. Num. 17% Dt. 319, This sin is compared with the soothsaying
from which (ideally) Israel is free Num. 233, but which was rife in the time
of Jeremiah (141%), Ezek. 21%, cf. Dt. 1819, The second member of the verse
must be parallel with this. —2w™ 1] cannot therefore be right. 7%e guilt
of idolatry is what we require, and this would be 2700 1y for which we may
claim Symmachus # &voufa 7ér ellédAwyv.—~30] pausal form of a Hiphil,
which, however, occurs nowhere else. The Qal means to urge one with per-
sistent entreaty, Gen. 1939 331 Jd. 197. It is difficult to get from this any
meaning that will fit our passage. A too insistent entreaty of God was not
Saul’s fault. @ seems to have read w'p7. The natural parallel to o would
be a derivative of 0 if we may judge by Dt. 218 Jer. 5%, Perhaps we might
assume "D, cf. A Dt. 138 Or, on the ground of Jos. 222, 990 would be in
place. In fact several words suggest themselves, but none that would easily
be corrupted to ~307, Sym. rd é&webeiv, cf. Field. KL suggests p~ yon; but
this destroys the rhythm.— 5or] at the end of the verse is abrupt, and as &
adds ¢xl’lapadfA, we should probably restore Su2» 93,  Ew. suggests 1%, which
would agree better with the metre (G V73, III. p. 55, E. Tr. III. p. 39).

24-31. Saul confesses his sin, and asks forgiveness. In his
earnestness he lays hold of the prophet’s tunic, which rends, so
that Samuel uses the incident to point his sentence of rejection.
Nevertheless, at Saul's further entreaty, he consents to join out-
wardly in worship.

There is some doubt whether the paragraph is by the author of
the foregoing. It expressly contradicts the assertion of Yahweh'’s
repentance, compare v.® and v.". Its representation of Samuel’s
outward loyalty to Saul, even after his rejection, seems inconsistent
with the picture drawn in the earlier part of the chapter. By its
omission we miss nothing of importance from the narrative, and
the dramatic effect is heightened because the slaying of Agag
follows directly on Samuel’s oracle.

924-31. That the paragraph is an interpolation seems first to have been
suggested by Stade (G V73 1. p. 221). The suggestion is adopted by Bu. both
in RS. and in his edition of the text. The arguments are that the section is
wholly superfluous and can be left out without disturbing the consistency of
the narrative, and that it contradicts the assertion of v.1! that Yahweh repented
of having made Saul king — contrast the catcgoncal statement that Ae is nof a
man that he should repent (v39).

24. Saul's confession: [/ have sinned, for I have transgressed
the command of Yahweh and thy word] is not to be taken as
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hypocritical. The author means to teach that the most sincere
repentance is of no avail when God has made his final decision.
Christian commentators (Schm., for example), with New Testa-
ment ideas of confession and forgiveness, are obliged to suppose
that the repentance here was feigned or insincere. Saul’s excuse
that he feared the people is the same already intimated, though it
has not been explicitly stated. —85. Now forgive my sin] cf.
Gen. 50", where Joseph's brothers ask his forgiveness for the
injury done to him, and Ex. 10", where Moses is asked by
Pharaoh to forgive his sin against Yahweh. The latter is evidently
the model for the present writer. Samuel stands quite on the level
of Moses. It is, perhaps, because the text seems to favour the
Roman Catholic practice of confession that Schmidt paraphrases :
aufer, nempe apud Deum deprecando. In Saul's further petition
—and turn with me that I may worship Yahweh —it is implied
that Samuel’s presence is necessary to the validity of the service.
—26, 27. The request is refused, and the sentence of rejection
repeated. As Samuel turns to go away, Saul seizes the skirt of
his robe to detain him, dut it rends. The me'tl was the outer
of the two garments ordinarily worn by the well-to do. — 28. The
apparent accident is made the occasion of a renewed sentence:
Yahweh has rent thy kingdom from thee and given it to thy neigh-
bour who is better than thou] cf. 28". The scene reminds us of
Ahijah and Jeroboam, 1 K. 11®%, —29. Moreover the Victor of
Israel will not lie nor repent, for he is not man that he should
repent] cf. Num. 23°. The contradiction to v." is doubtless re-
moved by the remark of Clericus that in one case the language is
anthropopathic, in the other ¢ theoprepic.’” But the Hebrew author
was hardly so theologically schooled ; and it remains improbable
that the same writer should express himself anthropopathically in
v., and find it necessary to correct the anthropopathism a few
verses later.— 30, 31. Saul entreats for consideration b¢fore the
elders of the people and before Israel] and the request is granted.
The author is willing to leave him the semblance of the kingly
office for the time being. ‘

24. map] for the command of Yahweh Num. 316, al. The full expres-
sion M 'p=NR 73y Num. 1441, 2218 (E). — 13+] the singular, which is repre-
sented in @, is more appropriate. It was a single message which Saul had
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disobeyed. On =3+ for a command of God cf. BDB. s.v. I, 2, —25. mnnon]
should probably be pointed with the cohortative ending.—88. 750 nnar]
would perhaps favour the pointing j~co in v.8, —27. byp-n] 2445 —
W] xal Suéppnter abré &. But the scene is more impressive if human
agency is kept in the background.—28. Sxv» niber] for which v
Baoirelay gov &xd Iopafrh &. The last two words are later addition to the
text of @ (We.), which therefore had 305520 in their text, and this is so much
more forcible, and at the same time so much more likely to be expanded into
W, that we must think it to be original; cf. also 1 K. 1111, —$98. Y21 nx) on]
was read by & and [srael shall be rent in two, apparently = Sx~o* A3 o2,
and this is accepted by Graetz (Gesch. d. Fuden, 1. p. 187). But a prophecy
of the division of the kingdom is wholly out of place here. We are obliged
therefore to retain the text of J). ns) in one passage apparently means victory
(SS. referring to 1 Chr. 2911), and in this place Jerome gives triumphator. *
This tradition is the best within our reach. We. decides for tAe Faitkful One ;
Dr. for the Glory ; Ki. leaves a blank in his translation; Kl. emends freely and
gets: though we two were to protest to him, yet God is upright.

32-34. The fate of Agag.— The original continuation of the
narrative, after the prophetic oracle v.%, is found here, if what has
been advanced concerning vv.* is correct. —32. Samuel orders
Agag to be brought.— And Agag came to him trembling, and
Agag said: Surely death is bitter] the rendering is only provi-
sional, as the meaning of one important word is uncertain, and the
text has apparently suffered. — 33. The justice of Agag's fate is
asserted by Samuel: As zhy sword has bereaved women, so shall
thy mother be bereaved above women] it is scarcely necessary to
explain the hyperbole by saying (as some have done) that Agag's
mother was bereaved of her son and her monarch at one stroke.
The most bereaved of women may be applied to any one sorely
bereaved. And Samuel hewed Agag in pieces before Yahweh in
Gilgal] in fulfilment of the ban. The act is strictly in line with
the law, Lev. 27®. It is the evident view of the author that Yah-
weh was pleased with the completion of the Aerem at his sanctuary.
It is somewhat remarkable that nothing further is said of the fat-
lings and lambs which the people had brought. — 34, 35. Samuel
goes to his home in Ramah, and Saul to his in Gibeah.— 4nd
Samuel saw Saul no more until the day of his death] the contra-
diction to 19® is obvious and shows the difference of the sources.
— For Samuel grieved over Saul] the reason for not seeing him
is that the grief would be thereby stirred afresh. The last clause
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of the verse, if it belongs here, must mean: though Yahweh
repented] and conveys a slight censure of Samuel. Probably,
however, it is a late insertion intended. to round out this story.

8%. nwr] must be an accusative expressing the manner in which Agag
came. This might be confident or defiant or cringing or cowardly. It is im-
possible to determine which is intended by the Hebrew word. The root
occurs in one passage (Neh. 9%) as Hithpael, meaning they lived luxuriously.
So we might suppose here that Agag came daintily, as one who had fared
delicately; aBpds (Sym.), pinguissimus U, and &xd rpvpeplas (Aq.) point to this
meaning, the latter indicating nywp; so xpioo T. Aside from the intrinsic
improbability of a Bedawy chief being a luxurious liver, we must object to this
that it is a matter of minor importance. As the last clause of the verse shows,
the mental state of the captive is the important matter. @ therefore has a
claim on our attention when it gives rpéuwr which might come from 3§ by a
change of pointing, first suggested by Lagarde (Proph. Chald. p. li) mivpn,
from =z, lo lotter ; he came fotteringly would convey the idea of great fear,
and, as I am inclined to think, would be in accordance with the mind of this
writer, to whom Samuel was the imposing and even terrible embodiment of
the divine will. Others by metathesis make the word equivalent to no,
in fetters (late Hebrew) — so Kimchi, followed by Gréitz (Gesch. d. Fuden, 1.
p. 187). This is favoured by the curious ¢} 'Ava848 &L, which might well
represent mupp. If this meaning be adopted, it will be better to suppose the
original nwya. The meaning ckeerfully (Ew.) can scarcely be got from the
word, nor can the reason he gives—‘the ancients held it to be a bad omen
when the sacrificial victim held back from the altar” — be verified in Hebrew
antiquity. The whole clause is lacking in . Schm. combines two of the
meanings already considered : virum delicatum ef, quod concurrere solet, timi-
dum mortis. Kl substitutes nnn for 1% and makes the clause mean ke/d
in chains.— "N~ D 0 o8] the versions, except I, seem to have omitted
=0, whose resemblance to 2o is such that duplication is easy. For 1>x &
seems to have had 1>, For the rest of the clause wupds é Odvaros &.and
similarly & and @. We. objects that this makes of that which is peculiar in
the narrative something quite trivial. But if it was the author’s design to
impress the lesson of the Aerem and its awful character, he would quite as
appropriately make Agag lament his fate, as to make him self-confident or
defiant. The savage courage of Zebah and Zalmunna in meeting death, and
the arrogant temper of Adonibezek (Jd. 8'® 17) would not adorn the tale,
where such a lesson is to be drawn.— 88. cx] @ adds viod "Aonp, which is
confirmed by | filius doleris (Cod. Leg.). As an =3x is found in the time of
Esau (Gen. 36%- %), and as Amalek is brought into the same genealogy (Gen.
3612 1¢), it does not seem impossible for Agag to be addressed as ‘Son of
Aser,’ and the reading may be original. — q0>»%] occurs in this place only.
The meaning is agreed upon by the versions and the commentaries. Possibly
we should read poow, cf. Jd. 148, which, however, signifies % fear in pieces with



XV. 35-XVI. 143

the hands. The change is advocated by Graetz (Gesck. d. Juden, 1, 188),
and suggested, with a query, by Dr.— 84. That Samuel's home is at Ramah
is in accord with 1}. —85. That Samuel mourned for Saul is taken up in the
next chapter, and the statement here prepares the way for that. But the final
clause “m cny man does not fit well in this connexion. It is evidently a
circumstantial clause, and in 16! is entirely in place. Here it must mean
though Yakhweh had rejected him, which may be justified by analogy, but would
imply blame of Samuel. The connexion is better if it be stricken out. Budde
begins the next section with it, but this does not seem natural.

1 SAMUEL XVI.-2 SAMUEL I. SAUL AND DAVID.

In the present arrangement of the Books of Samuel this is the
second great division of the history. The introduction of David
marks an epoch. There is no reason to doubt, however, that the
same sources continue, for the death of Saul must have been re-
lated by both the authors who have given so much attention to
his life. That various documents are combined in the history as
it stands must be evident from the numerous discrepancies and
duplicate accounts. Not improbably more than the two which
have furnished the preceding history may be discovered here.

XVI. 1-13. The anointing of David. —Samuel is sent to
Bethlehem, where, among the sons of Jesse, he is divinely directed
to the choice of the right one, and anoints him as king. The ten-
dency of the critics has been to make the section a late insertion.
But several things indicate that it is the direct continuation of the
preceding narrative. There seems to be nothing in the style or
language which requires us to separate them. The rejection of
Saul should logically be followed by the designation of his suc-
cessor. In this author’s view, the people should have a theocratic
ruler. Saul was no longer such; Samuel had retired. It seems
impossible that the people should be left shepherdless. To this
must be added the prominence which David had (in the later
view) as a ruler especially chosen of Yahweh. It can hardly be
supposed that this choice would not be made known in his youth.
From the point of view of chapter 15, there is everything to make
this section the natural continuation of that. Nor can I see that

“the position of Samuel is any different. His fear is introduced
only to account for the secrecy of his movements.
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1. The word of Yahweh comes to Samuel: How long dost thou
grieve over Saul, when I have rejected him from ruling over Israel 7
The circumstantial clause is quite in place here.— Fi¥ thy horn
with oil] as though the particular horn used in anointing Saul
were to be used again. Possibly the author is influenced by the
later conception of an anointing horn as part of the sacred fur-
niture, as Solomon is anointed with the horn of oil taken from
Yahweh's tent, 1 K. 1% — And come, I will send thee to Jesse the
Bethlehemite] the name Jesse (Yishshai) belongs to this man alone
in the Old Testament. Its etymology is obscure. Bethlehem, a
well-known Judahit® town five miles south of Jerusalem, still flour-
ishes under its old name. — 7 hawve looked me out a king] Gen. 22°
418 2 K. 10%,—2. Samuel’s pbjection is put in the form of a
question : How shall I go, since Saul will hear of it and kill me ?
The older commentators are somewhat exercised by Samuel's
timidity in the face of a direct divine command, and extenuate it
on the ground of natural human infirmity (Schm.). The narrator
was more concerned to account for the privacy of the transaction.
Hence the subterfuge: Zake in thy hand a calf and say : 7o sac-
rifice to Yahweh am I come] the casuistry of the commentators
attempts to justify Samuel’s reticence, on the ground that he told
one of the reasons for which he came.—3. And invite Jesse to
the sacrifice — I will tell thee what thou shalt do — and anoint
whom I shall point out to thee.—4. The command is carried out,
and at Samuel’s approach, #he elders of the city came trembling to
meet him] Samuel had the word of Yahweh, and therefore dis-
posed of life and death : videtur fuisse consternatio orta ex impro-
viso adventu tanti viri (Schm.). Hence their question: Does thy
coming betoken good, O Seer? 1 K. 2", As Samuel’s coming could
hardly bring war, but might bring calamity, the translation peace
is not appropriate. — 5. Giving a reassuring answer and stating
the ostensible object of his coming, he adds: Purify yourselves
and rejoice with me at the sacrifice] which was of course a feast,
9". The purification required was removal of ceremonial defile-
ment. Samuel himself prepared (consecrated) Jesse and his sons,
and invited them lo the sacrifice] the ritual observances necessary
in such case were, of course, best known to a priest-prophet.
What follows seems to take place at the lustration, and we hear
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no more of the sacrifice.—8. When they came in order before
him (as appears from the later verses), he was pleased with the
eldest, Eliab, and said to himself : Surely in the presence of Yakweh
is his anoinfed] 12°. A dialogue went on in the consciousness
of the prophet. His own choice was moved .by personal attrac-
tions, but Yahweh looked deeper. — 7. Look not at his person or
the height of his stature] though this had been emphasized (in
the other document) in the case of Saul. — For I kave rejected
him] so far as the particular question now before us is concerned.
— For not as man sees doth God see] the text is emended after
&. — For man looks at the appearance, but Yahweh looks at the
heart] the contrast is between bodily and mental endowments, —
8, 8. A similar sentence is passed on Abinadab and Shammah. —
10. So Jesse made his seven sons pass before Samuel] namely, the
seven who were in the house, only to-discover that Yahweh Aad
not chosen these.—11. To Samuel’s inquiry whether all had come,
Jesse confesses : There is still the youngest, and ke is a shepherd

“with the flock] 17%. Samuel asks that he be sent for: for we
will not begin the sacrifice until he come hither] the text is not
altogether certain. — 12. Jesse, in accordance with the command,
sent and brought him: And ke was ruddy, a youth of fine eyes
and goodly appearance] nearly the same description is repeated
179 Samuel receives the command to anoint him.—13. So he
was anointed, and the Spirit of Yahweh came upon David from
that day onwards] as had been the case with Saul, 10*%. David.
has not been mentioned by name until this point. This is prob-
ably intentional, to heighten the effect. The narrative ends with-
out further account of the proposed sacrifice, only adding after
the anointing : Samuel arose and went to Ramah.

1. qnbor Y] generally we find 7 followed either by another imperative,
or by a finite verb with v, But cf. yapx x3 A% Num. 239; Jspw noS Num.
244, ', ’lecoal is found also in the form ‘> (perhaps man of Yahwek).*
—n'kn] in this sense in E (passages are cited above). —$8. yoen] the perfect
with waw consecutive continues the imperfect in any of its senses, so after
particles which give a contingent sense, Dr., 7enses3, § 115, Davidson, Syntax,
§53 b, and the examples there cited, especially 2 S. 1218, The pisga in the

# But '» seems to be one element of the name ‘e1an, 268, etc. Hommel com-
pares I-shai with I-chabod, I-thamar and I-ezer (Alisrael Ueberlieferung, p. 116).
L
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middle of the verse indicates (as usual) a different mode of verse division.
—=03 nbay] Dt. 218 Is. 78, The expression indicates that nb:p might be
used of the young of other animals (? the camel).—1a] cf. 14%, —
8. nar3] is a mistake for nar which is used with ®pn v.% (erroneous antici-
pation of the nara in the latter verse). — 19% “cu-v2x] perhaps whom 7 shall
command thee, cf. " ¥ "or % 2 S, 1611, —4, R . ., yan] the con-
structio pregnans as often, Jd. 14° 151 1 S, 213, — ~pr1] might be justified as
the indefinite osne said; but as the elders are a distinct and limited body, it is
probable that we should read the plural, with the versions and 30 MSS. (DeR.).
— o] read 020, At the end of the verse @ adds é BAéxwr, that is Ak,
which can be construed here only as a vocative. The insertion by a scribe is
hardly probable, while the omission by one who thought the title not digni-
fied enough for Samuel is supposable.— 8. w-pnn] the regular term for pre-
paring oneself for approaching God, Jos. 35.— nara Nk dnNK31] xal edppdvonTe
uer’ éuob ohuepoy @AB: of state mecum et jocundimini |l (Cod. Leg.). As®
is entirely commonplace and &AB is more vigorous, I have followed Th,, al,,
in adopting the latter.— "] is used of Moses when he consecrated the
priests, Ex. 281 (P), but also when he prepared the people for the special
presence of God, Ex. 191 (E); cf. also 1 S. 7'.— 8. The names of the three
sons here mentioned are repeated 178, — ] the verb is frequently used
in the sense of saying fo oneself, thinking.—n] is strongly asseverative, —
7. vnc] all that appears to the eye.—3wA A vox] the ellipsis is too
harsh and we must suppose a fault in the text. We,, Dr., Bu. emend, after &,
to ok Ak own Ak wor>.  Th. had proposed the same except that he
retained “vx. He is now followed by Ki., with the translation: God does not
regard what man regards. This is defensible, but if part of & is taken, the
presumption is in favour of the whole. — 3'»*y%] is difficult, because it does not
occur elsewhere in this sense —though nearly so in Lev. 138 Num. 117 (?)
cf. Lev. 13% cited by Dr. It must be contrasted with 33%%; as the latter
must mean (Yahweh looks) af the inner man (cf. BDB. s2.) we need an
expression meaning af the outer man,; els xpbawnoy @ may be only an attempt
to render 3, but invites us to substitute ows%, for which, however, there is no
analogy. —8. 3v4ax] the same name occurs 71.—9. nre] is apparently the
same with nyow, 2 S. 13%. —10. w3 nya»] means Ais seven soms, not seven
of Ais sons, which would be differently expressed. It is therefore inaccurate.
an3 followed by 3 seems to be Deuteronomic, Dt. 7° 143 18% 1 S. 103, —
11. wnn] supply 3y% as in Jos. 317 41! (JE). — <] seems to be lacking
in @ and the sense is good without it (Bu.). — m3m] is probably an abbrevi-
ated spelling of v, though, as the subject immediately precedes, it is not
absolutely necessary that the suffix be expressed. —xs3 nyn] not pasturing
the flock but acting as shepherd with the flock.— 03] xaraxAi@ouey EGAB;
&vaxAfapey @L; discumbemus . As dvdeAiois seems to represent 30D in
Cant. 112 it is not certain that L had a different reading: xaraxAlvopa: more-
over does not anywhere render 32*. As 230 is used of going about the altar
as a part of the sacrificial worship, Samuel may mean we will not begin the



XVI. 14-23 147

sacrifice until he come, £ seems to interpret 3:>n, —18. 0%y N -3p] is im-
possible in spite of Axd npv55, 174, In both passages we must restore oty
202 as was seen by Graetz and, independently of him, by Krenkel, Z4 7W.
I p. 309. Kl proposes “y® ‘2O, red-kaired. — w] for nw~r, here only.
—18. nsm] perhaps chosen with conscious reference to 101% The accession
of the spirit in the case of Saul was, however, spasmodic. The idea of the
author seems to be that with David it was constant. —m) so written in
Samuel and Kings; in Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah . The meaning
of the name is unknown. Cf. BDB. s.z.— n%ym] of time as 30%,

14-23. The first account of David’s coming to court. — Saul is
tormented by a divine visitation, apparently mental perturbation.
Music being a known remedy, his courtiers recommend him to
seek a skilful harper. On his approval of the plan, David is
mentioned by one of the courtiers, and Saul sends for him. Com-
ing to court, David speedily establishes himself in the favour of
the king.

The affliction of Saul is ascribed to an evil spirit from Yahwek
in v.M, the remainder of the account has the Spirit of God, twice
with the adjective ezi/ (vv.)* %), once in the current text without
qualification. The difference in the use of the divine name prob-
ably shows that v. has been modified by the redaction. The rest
of the paragraph is homogeneous except a slight insertion in v.”.

It is difficult to discover the exact idea of the Spirit of God in
the mind of this author. There seems to be no trace of a belief
in the existence of evil spirits, in our sense of the word, throughout
the earlier period of Hebrew literature. And if the belief existed,
the spirits could hardly be called evi/ spirits of God. In an instruc-
tive passage of the later history, 1 K. 22"*%, we find ke Spiri?
offering to be a spirit of deceit in the mouth of the prophets.
From this we conclude that the Spirit thought of as the agency
of evil was the same Spirit which stirred up men to good, and
it is not improbable that the adjective evi/ is a later insertion
in the account before us. The author’s conception is certainly
very different from that of v.* in which the Spirit seems to be
viewed as the constant endowment of a consecrated person.

14-28. In 1452 the author remarks that whenever Saul saw a valiant man
he attacked him to himself. This cannot be the conclusion of the history of
Saul, and there is every probability that it was intended to introduce the history
of David. The original connexion with the passage before us, however, has
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been obscured. In the body of the paragraph, Saul’s affliction is ascribed to
onor . The original narrative must have used the same term at the first
mention of the trouble. But we now find in v.14, mn Pkp AyY=nn, and as the
opening part of that verse expressly declares that the Spiré¢ of Yakwer had
departed from Saul (with evident reference to his coming upon David, v.18)
we conclude that v.14 has been composed for its present place. The critics
are not agreed; Ku. (HCOB. p. 384 cf. p. 388) supposes something cut out for
the insertion of 151-1613. Bu. (RS. p. 214) and Co. (£in/3. p. 102) find 1614
the direct continuation of 14%%. Ki. supposes that this is the beginning of a
new document —a life of David.

14. As now read, the verse says that the Spirit of Yahweh de-
parted from Saul and an evil spirit from Yahweh troubled him] the
verb means fe// suddenly upon or startled. The affliction mani-
fested itself in sudden or unreasoning fits of terror. Both mental
and physical disease (but especially mental) were ascribed to the
agency of evil spirits until very recent times, even in the most
enlightened communities, cf. Schm. I. p. 549, Nevius, Demon
Possession (1896). The wording of this verse may show that
the author had such an idea, though, of course, he did not think
of an organized kingdom of Satan, such as meets us in later times.
He is careful, in fact, to show that this agent (or agency) was
entirely subject to Yahweh by defining it as he does. The Arab
idea that an insane person is possessed by a sinn is nowhere dis-
tinctly expressed in the Old Testament. Besides the lying spirit
in the mouth of Ahab’s prophets, we may cite here the evil spirit
sent by God between Abimelech and his subjects in Shechem, Jd.
9®. Possibly the spirit of jealousy mentioned in Num. 5 may
be brought into the same category. The term used in the rest of
this account shows a different conception. —15, 18. Saul’s ser-
vants propose a remedy for his affliction : An evil spirit of God is
troubling thee; let thy servants speak, and they will seek a man
skilful in playing the lyre] the instrument is one of those most
frequently mentioned in the Old Testament. Music is associated
with benign possession (by the spirit of God) in the case of the
Prophets, 10° 2 K. 3'%. Here it is expected to procure relief from
obsession. A similar belief was held by the Greeks and Latins.*

® Ut ostendit Pythagoras apud Senecam, Schm. p. 551 citing Serarius, “ qui
addit plures autores atque exemplaria,”
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—17. Saul assents, saying: Look out for me a man who plays
well and bring him to me] the king puts the qualification in some-
what higher terms than the courtiers.— 18. One of the attendants
mentions David as the very man for the place —a musician, a
man of valour, a soldier, judicious in speech, and a man of pres-
ence, and Yahweh is with him] the panegyric is the.recommenda-
tion of a friend at court, and must not be taken too literally. But
it certainly implies that David had already had some experience
in war, and had attained to man’s estate. No supposition will
enable us to harmonize this statement with the earlier part of this
chapter, and with some parts of 17. —18. The result is that Saul
sends messengers to Jesse, saying: Send me David thy son] that
he is described as being witk the flock is probably an afterthought
of a scribe, though it was not by any means derogatory to a grown
man to take charge of the flocks, as is seen in the cases of Moses
and Jacob.—20. Obedient to the message, Jfesse took ten loaves
of bread and a skin of wine and a kid] the modest present of a
farmer to his king, and sent them by the hand of David his son to
Saul] it was not good form to approach the king without a pres-
ent.—21, 22. David was taken into Saul's service and Sauwl/
loved him and he became one of his armour-bearers] the king
surrounded himself with a body-guard of these squires. With the
consent of his father, David was thus a permanent member of the
court. — 23. And when the spirit of God came upon Saul, David
would take the lyre and play, and Saul would breathe freely, and
would be well, and the evil spirit would depart from him.

14. »ny3:] the perfect with waw consecutive has frequentative force. —
MM nxp fyv~mn] the spirit is nowhere else described with so much circum-
spection. In Samuel we find both av» m3 (10%) and %% v, The MSS.
vary in 118, In one instance 3 has ayn M mn where & found ov%x. The
tendency of the scribes to substitute owx for the more sacred name makes
it probable that in this case @ is secondary. Both np~ oYk M and M M
777 seem to me to be ungrammatical, and I suspect that the original was
simply o'nb» n throughout this paragraph.—16. 7325 3y Wk K= 0w
wp3] is hardly possible (as is shown by We., Dr., and acknowledged by Bu.)
though retained by Kl., and Ki., with a slight change. @&B has elxdrwaar 3%
ol 3ovAof gov dvdmidy cov kal (nrnodrwsar which should probably be restored.
3 omits after 8y v.35 to »ww Ky~Mor* v.16,  Probably the translators did not
have w7, as the omission then becomes a clear case of homeoteleuton. —
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120 pv] is in v.28 13y, As there is no reason why the expression should
vary in so short a space we should probably read 113 pv in both cases, and
this is favoured by @&. On the =~ cf. Benzinger, Hebr. Archdol. p. 274.—
o've] islacking in @BS. — 13 1] 1812 19° the variant of @& (ke skall play on
his lyre) is the substitution of a more obvious word. —17. 1% 3w ] Is, 2318
Ez. 33% Ps. 33% — 107wn] cf. o5 s v, —18. 37 hy ] discriminating
in speech.— k1 ©w] generally we find w0 mpy, Gen. 39% But in English
we also speak of a man of presence instead of a man of good presence.—
oy M) the meaning is that he is prospered in what he undertakes, 107
Jd. 1%2; cf. Gen. 393.—18. %33 “wn] is regarded as a harmonistic insertion
by Bu. and Co. (£in/%. p. 102). The objection to it is that Saul has nowhere
been told that David is witk the flock.—20. dn% =cr] is contrary to analogy.
Bread is always counted in loaves, and we should dcubtless (with We., Dr.)
correct to cn® Ay, which is found in the parallel, 1917, 2wy was first cor-
rupted to =y which is represented in @AB, and then as that was seen to be
absurdly small ~1zn was substituted. @&U has expanded the text as has | —
asinum, et imposuit super gomor panis (Cod. Leg.) — an1 this has been taken
by Bu. into his text in the form on® x2n w9y oz wir.  But this is one of the
frequent cases in which the longer text is suspicious.—21. b5 “opn] ex-
presses the fact that David became one of the king’s personal attendants,
1 K. 125, —98. ok mn] is corrected in all the versions to nzn M or M
nyn onbw, 1 suppose 3 to be original, as the more difficult reading, and more
likely to be emended by a scribe. — w25 m] Job 3221, where Elihu declares
that he must relieve himself by speech. The word would therefore favour &’s
understanding of Saul’s malady as accompanied by fits of suffocation. But cf.
amy, Ex. 811, — 397 mn] can doubtless be justified by parallel instances, cf.
Dr., Notes, p. 45 (on 61%). But I suspect the whole last clause to be a late
addition, the sense being complete without it.

XVIIL 1-XVIOI. 5. The single combat of David with Goliath.
— The familiar story need not here be rehearsed. We may pass
at once to the critical problems which it presents. The first fact
which claims attention is that a large family of Greek MSS., rep-
resented by &%, omit considerable sections of the narrative, to
wit, 1712541 19%_18%  The critics are still divided on the question
which recension is original. Wellhausen in his study of the text
decided for &, because harmonistic omissions imply a critical in-
sight which we cannot suppose in the translators. This argument,
though afterwards given up by We. himself, is still good. The
universal rule in such cases is that the presumption is against
the longer text. The argument is strengthened in this case by
the phenomena observed in chapter 18, where also some sections
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are omitted by &®. In that chapter it is generally agreed that
the omission leaves a continuous, and therefore original, text.
‘The probability that the same causes have been at work in the
two contiguous chapters is very strong. In the present chapter,
the shorter text is perfectly consistent with itself, and the omis-
sions do not leave any appreciable hiatus. Whether the omitted
sections also form a continuous narrative, as is claimed by Cornill,
may, however, be doubted. Yet they have the appearance of parts
of an independent document which has lost something in being
fitted into another text.

We have had two accounts of David in the preceding chapter.
Our first thought is that the two documents are continued in the
present story, an: that the lines of cleavage are indicated by the
differences in the text. ' In fact, the omitted sections show affin-
ity with 16"3. In both, David is the shepherd lad, the youngest
of his father’s sons. The natural sequence of the anointing by
Samuel, is an exploit which will bring David to the notice of the
people. More difficulty is encountered in making 17 2404234
continue 16, In the account of David’s coming to court, he
is described as already an experienced warrior, while in our
chapter he is called by Saul @ yoush. This objection is not
perhaps decisive ; Saul might well call a younger man by this
term, even though he had already reached years of discretion.
Nor can we say that David’s inexperience in the use of armour
of proof is altogether inconsistent with what is said in 16'. Even
an experienced warrior might not be familiar with that sort of
armament. And again, the use of the sling is not a sign of youth
or inexperience. The weapon used by the Benjamites who could
sling at a hair without missing, Jd. 20%, and who are evidently
regarded as a formidable corps, was not a plaything.

But when all is said, the incongruity of this account with what
precedes is marked. Saul appears as a timid and irresolute man.
The whole impression made by David is different from the de-
scription of him we have just had. The style of the narrator is
more diffuse and less vivid than the parts of the Saul document
which we have studied. For these reasons it seems impossible to
make the identification proposed. Yet we need an account of an
exploit on the part of David to account for Saul’s outbreak of

+
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jealousy. The author who makes him Saul’s favourite armour-
bearer in 16, and then makes Saul plot against him in 18, must
give a motive for the change of mind. He must, at least, make
David very successful in battle and so arouse the king’s jealousy.
The fact that Goliath was slain by Elhanan 2z S. 21" would weigh
somewhat against the present form of this narrative. The natural
conclusion is that in place of this chapter there was originally (as
a continuation of 16®) a brief account of David’s prowess against
the Philistines. This was later replaced by the present circum-
stantial story, which, however, was first circulated without the addi-
tions which we find in 3§ as compared with @&.

On the critical questions the reader may consult, besides the usual authori-
ties, W. R. Smith, 07/C3, pp. 120-124, 431-433; Cornill in the Kdnigsberger
Studien, 1. pp. 25-34; and Bonk, De Davide Israclitarum Rege (Disserta-
tion, 1891), pp. 17-27. All these authors agree that the recension of & has
not arisen by omissions from that of 3§, but that a different document has
been inserted in §). WRS, argues for the original coherence of the narrative
of @& with 161+3, which I have not brought myself to assert. Yet there is
nothing to prevent our supposing that there once stood here a brief account
of David’s exploit which did continue 1613,

1-11. Fresh attack by the Philistines. — The enemy invade
Judah. The situation is described, the point of importance being
the presence of a champion who challenges Israel. —1. The
Philistines gathered their forces for war] a similar opening .is
found 28'.— And gathered at Shocok] identified as “a strong
position isolated from the rest of the ridge ™ west of Bethlehem,
still bearing the name Shuweikeh. An invasion of Judah in order
to attack Saul is hardly probable, and an early author would make
the Judahites call upon Saul for help. The invading army camped
between Shocok and Asekah] mentioned in Jos. 15% in connexion
with Shocoh. From its name it seems to have been a stronghold,
cf. Jer. 34. — In Ephes-Dammim] as the situation is sufficiently
described by the names of Shocoh and Azekah, this redundant
statement is suspicious. On the conjecture which emends it to
on the brink of the waters see the critical note. — 2. Saul with his
army camped in the Valley of Elak] or of the Oak, cf. 21°. The
present name IVady es-Sant resembles the ancient one in that
Sant is also a tree. — And arrayed the batlle to meet the Philis-
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tines] 4* 2S. 109, — 3. And the Philistines were standing on the
hill on this side, and Israel was standing on the hill on that side,
and the valley was between them] this is evidently meant to de-
scribe the situation at the time of the duel, and favours the
shorter text, in which David’s attack follows at once upon the
challenge ; whereas in the section inserted by 3 the challenge
was repeated morning and evening for forty days. — 4. And there
came out from the ranks of the Philistines a champion] this is the
only word we can use —the Hebrew term is obscure. — Whose
name was Goliath of Gath] according to 2 S. 212 he belonged toa
family of giants. His height — six cubits and a span — would be
at the smallest computation about ten English feet. —5-7. He
was formidable not only by his size, but also by reason of his
armour. The defensive armour is all of bronze —helmet and
breastplate of scales] like the scales of a fish, plates overlapping
each other and allowing free movement ; whose weight was five
thousand shekels of bronse] say a hundred and fifty pounds avoir-
dupois. — And bronze greaves upon his feet] there seems to be no
doubt of the meaning, though the word for greaves occurs no-
where else. — And a bronze javelin between his shoulders] the
text is somewhat doubtful. A javelin was carried between the
shoulders, at least sometimes, as Bochart shows from Homer
(citation in Keil and Dr.). But the dronze seems to indicate a
defensive weapon, and some Rabbinical authorities conjectured
a back plate. — 1. And the shaft of his spear was like a weaver's
beam) in size, 2 S. 21" 1 Chr. 118 and the head of the spear was
stx hundred shekels of iron. The principal object of the descrip-
tion is to show how impregnable the man seemed to be. Added
to the enormous weight of his panoply, was his helper and squire
—and one carrying the shield went before him.—8. The cham-
pion, having stepped forward from the ranks, swod and cried out
20 the ranks of Israel] it was, and is, the Arab custom for the
warrior to vaunt his own prowess and to satirize his enemies, as a
challenge to single combat. In this case the challenge is based
upon the uselessness of a general engagement when the single
combat would settle the whole matter; Why do you come out to
Jorm the line of battle? Am not I a Philistine, and you servants
of Saul? He offers himself as a sample of his nation. Choose a



154 1 SAMUEL

man and let kim come down to me! The Israelites standing on
the slope were above him. —9. The whole issue will be staked
on the duel — If ke be able to fight with me and smite me, then we
will become your servants] and conversely. —10. In conclusion
the champion renews the challenge : 7 have taunted the ranks of
Israel to-day—give me a man that we may fight fogether] the
challenge becomes a taunt, when no one is brave enough to
accept it. It is possible, however, that some abusive language
has been left out.—11. The only result in the ranks of Israel is
fear, amounting almost to a panic. That the situation could not
last forty days is evident. In the original narrative David, already
a member of Saul’s body-guard, steps forward at once and accepts
the challenge — v.® is the immediate continuation of this verse.

1. The verse continues the preceding narrative as well as it joins to any of
the preceding sections.— 2nnp b woxn] cf. oD N °p wap, 28, The
second wox" is suspicious and may indicate that the text has been made up
from two documents. — now] Iwx40 @. As Eusebius speaks of #wo villages,
upper and lower, it is possible that the plural is original (We. who refers
to Euseb. Onom. under Xoxxé). Two separate places with this name are
mentioned in Joshua 1534, One of them was near Hebron, the other in the
Shephela. Probably the latter is intended here. Ruins still bear the name
Shuweikeh (Baed., Palestine? p. 161, GAS., Geog. pp. 202, 227). — 2'07 DIN3]
on the reading of certain MSS. of @&, Lagarde (Uebersicht, p. 76) restores
o'en 2003, cf. Buhl, Geog. p. 193 note. The overfulness of the text favours
this, or something like it, and Buhl (Geog. p. 90) is inclined to adopt it, though
it seems doubtful whether there was water enough in the wady to justify the
language. Pas-Dammim occurs 1 Chr. 1118 as the scene of g battle fought by
David and his men. Possibly the text here is conflate. —8. On the Wadi es-
Sant, Buhl, Geog. p. 18.— nx] terchintk ot oak, cf. Moore, Judges, p. 121 f.
with the references there given. — 8. nw Y I, fo draw up the line of battle,
usually without ncnbc. The language of the account reminds us of the
description of Michmash (nip as 14*). —4. nunor] the army has already
been described as standing in order of battle, and it is plain that we should
read ~>vyep with & (Th., We., Dr., K1, Bu,, Ki.). Where &L got its dupli-
cate translation éx wasrds Tob Aaob Tis wapardiews is not clear.— 332w}
has not been satisfactorily explained. @& has &vhp Suvards, L vir spurius.
The Hebrew is generally interpreted as the man of the interspace between two
armies. But the space between two armies is not #wo spaces —except in the
probably rare case where a watercourse divides it. There is, therefore, no
reason for the dual. It is doubtful whether Josephus can be cited for this
interpretation, though he describes Goliath as standing between the two
armies. Kimchi in this interpretation (cited by Dr. and also by Schm.)
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voices Jewish conjecture. Earlier Jewish tradition is represented by ¥ and a
fragmentary Targum (cited by Dr. from Lag.) according to which the words
mean one born of mixed race — the Targum adds that he was the son of Sam-
son and of Orpah the Moabitess. KI. conjectures sozn, Acazy armed.— 1)
names of men have the feminine form not infrequently in Arabic. For six
cubits - has four, which hardly makes the giant large enough to carry his
armour.— 8. nor] some alloy of copper. As remarked by We., ¥ is con-
sistent in making the defensive armour of this material, and the offensive
of iron.—8. Mmzprp] also of the scales of the ¢ great dragon' Ezek. 29%, —
nor] bronse and irom &.—nsov] should be pointed as a plural, kimuides
& —Th., We., al. — 3] &oxis & everywhere except in this chapter translates
either iz or 7us. Kl conjectures ">, which, however, is always a bowl or pan.
Possibly this clause has been interpolated from v.46. — 7. pm] X7 is doubtless
to be corrected to P Qré. — "ur] occurs only in the phrase of the text. Cf.
Moore, Proc. Am. Or. Soc. 1889, p. 179, and Judges, p. 353.— 733] seems to
have been the large shield, in distinction from the smaller )z, — 8. »nebpn] for
which @ has aAAdpuAos without the article. The latter sSeems more vivid, as
though the champion in assumed modesty said: 7 am one of many, make trial
of me and judge of the rest by the result, — 3] is unintelligible. Restore
A3 with the versions, cf. 1 K. 182 (Dr. and Weir). —9. The regular hypo-
thetical sentence beginning with an imperfect and carried on by a perfect with
waw consecutive, Davidson, Synfax, § 1304.—10. npn] can mean only
I have insulted or taunted, and must describe what the giant has already done.
As the preceding verses contain only the challenge to fight, we must suppose
that the unaccepted challenge was itself an insult, as indeed it was. But there
may have been some abusive language in the original document which a
scribe left out as blasphemous. — 11. wn"1] a strong word. They were éroken
in spirit, were dismayed, cf. Dt. 13! 318 Jos. 1,

12-81. David's coming to camp. — The narrative goes back
to the family of Jesse at Bethlehem. The three sons who are
named in 16*° are here said to have gone to the army. David,
the youngest, is called from the flock by his father to carry sup-
plies to his brothers. He comes to the camp just as the Philis-
tine utters his customary challenge. Inquiring more particularly
about the promised reward, he is taken to Saul, who consents to
his fighting.

The paragraph is lacking in &P and is marked with an asterisk
in some MSS. It is inserted in 4 and in ¥, but the differences are
such as to warrant us in saying that the two translations are made
by different hands. In the case of 4 also, the translator does not
appear to be the one from whom we have the rest of the Book.
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12-16. The household of Jesse is described so far as is neces-
sary to the present purpose. Jesse himself is too old to go to the
war, and David is regarded as too young. Three of the sons are
in the ranks. What has become of the other four is not told. —
12. And David was son of an Ephrathite of Bethlchem Judah
whose name was Jesse, and who had eight sons. The man was in
the days of Saul an old man, advanced in years] such is apparently
the intention of the ungrammatical or corrupt Hebrew. The ad-
jective Ephrathite as applied to inhabitants of Bethlehem is found
only here and in Ruth 1%, — 18, 14. The three sons, whose names
are given, kad gone after Saul] the tautology of the verses is in-
tolerable. — David was the youngest] as already told. —15. The
verse is a plain attempt to harmonize this account with 16", - As
it stands it can mean only that David’s custom was to go to and
fro between his home and the court. The improbability is obvi-
ous, and the contradiction with 16® is not yet removed.—
16. Another harmonistic verse, intended to give David time to
reach the camp. As Bethlehem is only a few miles from Shocoh
the author has been too generous : 7ke Philistine drew near morn-
ing and evening and took his stand, forty days.

The present form of this paragraph seems to be due to the
redactor. It cannot have continued 16" directly, but seems to
be dependent on that. There would be no difficulty in making
the author of 16" speak briefly of the Philistine invasion and
add : ke three oldest sons of Jesse went after Saul to the war, con-
tinuing by v.".

12. mn] if it be grammatical, the word must qualify David: and this
David, son of an Ephrathite. But even then the sentence does not give a
clear construction. The word is omitted by &, and was differently read by
@AL — probably these point to an original mn which would be in place, —
o'23%3 R3] is unmeaning. The synonym of pr is 9'o'3 83 which should
probably be restored here. @L% seem to point to ou»3 K3 against which
nothing can be said, except that it occurs nowhere else. Dr., following Hitzig,
strikes out X3 as erroneous duplication of the two letters which follow. KI.-
conjectures nznYen seana k33 of which there seems to be a hint in T.—
18. w5 . . . 15m] is redundant and impossible. One of the two verbs must
be stricken out, and the last one is actually omitted by GL-3.

17-19. The mission of David. —He is commanded by his
father: Zake fo thy brothers this epha of parched corn] parched
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corn is ears of wheat or barley plucked just before they are ripe,
and roasted or singed in the fire. It is still eaten in Palestine,
and is especially fitted for provision for travellers or soldiers, cf.
2 S. 17%.  The ¢pha is something over a bushel. The army had
of course no regular commissariat. To this provision were added
ten of the rdund flat loaves of the fellahin. — And bring them in
haste] 2 Chr. 35'3. —18. David was also to take ten cheeses to
the captain of the thousand, to ask his brothers of their welfare,
and to Zake their pledge. What this means is uncertain, and no
emendation yet suggested improves upon the text. Possibly some
token had been agreed upon which they should send home in
place of a letter. —19. Jesse concludes his command by indi-
cating the locality in which they were to be found.

17. m crb] read m onbn, the 0 has been lost after Ay (Dr., Bu.). —
18. 3%A" *37n] although not found elsewhere, plainly means ckeeses. Nothing
else made of milk would be appropriate. Ancient tradition, as represented in
the versions, agrees with this. —3037:] Soa &v xpfifwow (yréop) G2 may
point to 3n3"3 = their need, as was pointed out by Cappellus, Critice Sacra,
P. 286, whereas ef cum quibus ordinati sunt ¥, would favour anavy. But mpn

would agree with neither of these.—18. That the verse is part of Jesse's
speech is seen by Schm. and most of the recent commentators. K. dissents.

20-25. David's visit to the camp. — Rising early in the morn-
ing, ke left the flock in the hand of the keeper] cf. v3. After his
journey of about twelve miles, ke came to the entrenchment just as
the army was going forth to line of battle and shouting the war-
ery] lit. shouting sn the battle. But the battle was not joined.
The picture of the two armies going through this parade forty
days in succession, only to hear the swelling words of Goliath, is
ludicrous. — 22. On discovering the situation, David pu# off the
vessels] bags or baskets, we may suppose, info the hand of the
keeper of the baggage, and ran o the ranks] the eagerness of a
lad to see the battle needs no comment,_  The boys among
Mohammed's followers at Medina wept when they were pro-
nounced too young to go to war. As he had been commanded,
he came and asked his brothers of their welfare] cf. v.®, —28. The
champion appears * and speaks according to these words] the words

* Notice that the champion’s name is given in full, as if he had not been named
before,
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given above. — 24.  And David and all the men of Israel heard,
and when they saw the man, they feared greatly and fled before
him. The received text puts the effect before the cause. The
language implies that the ranks were thrown into confusion. —
25. The universal talk was to this effect: Have you seen this
man? To insult Israel he has come up. The king will greatly
enrich the man who shall smite him. He will give him his daughter
also, and will make his father’s house free in Israel] exempt from
exactions of service or of property.

20. ~o>] is used of a keeper of sheep nowhere else. — x»n] without the
object is not common, and one is tempted to correct to yow. —nbapon] the
same word (without the accusative ending) 2657. @A has arporyylAwais
here, which means something round or rounded — an entrenchment around
the camp? The Hebrew word is usually supposed to mean a wagon-barri-
cade. But we never hear of wagons in Saul’s army, and the hill country in
which he marched was exceedingly unfavourable to them. — x3*n] by omitting
the article we get a good circumstantial clause, as was already seen by Tanchum,
—nznYp3] may have been originally nzavz? (Th.).—81. Jym] the femi-
nine with a collective subject, cf. 3% any,'2 S, 82, —28. wvm] here in the
sense of putting off from one.— 93] a word of wide signification — the things
which he had with him. —~21»] the guard left with the camp equipage.—
wav] is lacking in GLIH. —23. ~30 wm] cf. Dr., Tenses?, § 166. oo
Kt. is evidently a scribe’s error for mo>yop Qré. —n~xA 0313] the reference
is to the words given in v.8. The present account, if once an independent
document, had a similar speech of Goliath either here or as a part of its intro-
ductory paragraph. — W+ yow] should, perhaps, be joined with v.%, in which
case a 1should be prefixed to 3mK~2, so GL understands. —24. w2 ... D]
the two clauses are in the wrong order (logically), and I have therefore re-
versed them, with @L. But the whole verse accords ill with v.%, and may be
a late insertion, —25. Ywa®» n] is to be taken collectively. It was not one
man who was sent out with the offer of reward, but the reward was a matter
of common fame. — 3wk1] Ges.2 22 s,— ;1] is lacking in & and super-
fluous. — n5;] is better pointed in the perfect tense.

26-31. David's desire to meet the Philistine. — He inquires
more particularly of the reward to be given, and thus brings upon
himself a rebuke from his brother.—26. Two questions are
reported, — the first concerns the reward : What shall be done fto
the man who shall smite yonder Philistine and take away reproach
Sfrom Israel? ‘The insult of the champion lies as a burden upon
the people until it is removed by the acceptance of the challenge.
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David's estimate of the champion is manifested in a second ques-
tion: For who is this uncircumcised Philistine that he has dared
to insult the soldiers of a living God? The Philistines alone
among the neighbours of Israel are stigmatized as uncircumcised,
Jd. 14® 15 1 S. 14% The language of the question is taken from
v.®. The people reply according to the word just reported. —
28.. His brother Eliab heard the question, and was angry and
questioned him: Why is it that thou hast come down? With
whom hast thou left that morsel of a flock ? The questions imply
blame, which is now directly expressed : 7 2now thy self-will and
the evil of thy heart, for to see the battle hast thou come] the wil-
futhess of a headstrong boy. —29. The first half of David’s reply
is plain enough. The second half is more difficult: Was it not but
a word 7] which is generally accepted, is not satisfactory. David
did cherish the intention, for which he was rebuked by his brother ;
and it would be an evasion for him .to plead that as yes he had
done nothing but ask a question. [Zs i not a matter of impor-
tance ? seems to be what we need, and probably the Hebrew will
bear that interpretation.— 30, 31. The earnestness of David is
shown by his refusing to debate the matter with his brother, and
“turning to another guarter, where his inquiries are answered as
before. His words — evidently those expressing contempt for the
Philistine champion — were heard and reported to Saul, who wok
him to himself. Perhaps we should read and they took him and
brought him before Saul.

26. 17] may have a somewhat contemptuous force. — qn] with the force of
a subjunctive perfect; I have given a free translation. —3vn 2'abx] Dt. §28, —
27. M ~37] is used to avoid repetition. —88. n7n esn vyD] the sense is evi-
dent, though we cannot say in English 2ke fragment of those sheep.— w1 is
the unrestrained impetuousness of a headstrong boy.—29. 1 237 nn] was
it not but a word (from @ through Kimchi to most modern interpreters)
would require the limitation in Hebrew as well as in English. Was i not a
command of my father? which is Luther’s idea, should also be more distinztly
expressed. Js it not an affair ? would certainly be an allowable translation
for the passage. Nonne res vera istud (Schm.,) is substantially the same, and
Kat es denn keinen grund? (KL.) shows a similar apprehension. KI. refers to
Am. 63, —81. »vnp] we should expect another expression, either ke called
Aim, or they brought him before Saul. @ has: they took kim and brought him
before Saul.
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32-39. David volunteers to meet the Philistine. — The sec-
tion joins immediately to v.!, as any one may convince himself
by reading them together: Sawu/ and all Isracl heard these words
of the Philistine and were lterrified and feared exceedingly. But
David said to Saul : Let not my Lord’s courage sink within him /!
1 will go and fight this Philistine. 1t is difficult to conceive a
better connexion. And although the general tenor of the narra-
tive is against its direct coherence with 16'*®, this particular open-
ing is quite in harmony with the picture of David there presented.
—382. A slight correction of the text is needed, and the transla-
tion already given is on this basis. — 33. Saul objects that David
is @ youth and he a man of war from his youth. The language is
not necessarily inconsistent with 16%, for to a seasoned warrior
like Saul, David’s comparative youth is in evidence. Still, it
hardly seems likely that the author of 16" would have put the
objection in just this form.—84. David gives a chapter from his
experience: Thy servant was keeping sheep for his father] this
again is not inconsistent with 16 because the verb allows us to
date the experience some distance in the past.— And the lion
and also the bear would come, and take a sheep from the flock]
the occurrence was repeated more than once. The two animals
mentioned are well-known enemies of the flock. —35. In such a
case, J would go out after him and smite him and deliver it from
his mouth. The tenses indicate that this also was a repeated
experience. And if ke rose up against me, then I would seize him
by the chin and smite him and slay him.—38. The application to
the case in hand : Both lion and bear did thy servant slay, and this
uncircumcised Philistine shall be like one of them. The next clause
is like the conclusion of v.%,—87. The concluding sentence of
David’s speech is a profession of faith: Yahwek who delivered me
Jrom the paw of the lion and from the paw of the bear will deliver
me from the hand of this Philistine. The evidence of confidence
is sufficient to convince Saul, who gives his consent with a prayer
that Yahweh will be with David. — 88. Saul's loan of his armour
is comprehensible, even if David were already an experienced
soldier ; for the occasion was no common one, and the king had,
of course, the best armour. — He clothed David with his garments)
is the author playing upon David’s coming elevation to the throne?
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Besides the Aelmet of bronse ¥ has a coat of mail, which is not
confirmed by &B.—89. David girded his sword over the coat]
his own sword is the natural meaning, so that in the opinion of
the author he was already.a warrior. Thus armed ke made a vain
attempt to walk, for he had not proved them) that is, these equip-
ments. In contrast with the heavy-armed Philistine, his strength
lay in ease and rapidity of movement. The armour was, therefore,
given up.

33. ovn] @ renders 17y, which is appropriate, especially when we remember:
that David 18 in Saul's service (Th., We., al.). — ">, ] refers to Saul himself,
cf. Jer. 818, It is difficult to find any other English rendering than witkin Aim,.
though the conception is, doubtless, that the heart weighs wpon the discour-
aged man. —84. n-71] might be used if David had just come from the flock,.
but it more naturally applies to a state which he has quitted some time in
the past. — %3 ] must be frequentative. — 112~ x] is impossible. 21 A,
suggested by Graetz (Gesch. d. Juden, 1. p. 197) on the ground of &, is appro-
priate, and probably original. It may indicate that the Syrian bear was a
more formidable enemy than the Syrian lion—even #he bear. =, found in
some editions, is only a modern error for >, — 85. The tenses continue those
in the preceding verse, except 3p, which is suppused by Davidson, Syn/ax,
54, R. 1, to be chosen to express a vigorous supposition. In fact, a break in
the consecution is needed because we can hardly suppose that the animal
always stood agaimst him.—36. 2W1~2:] must be made 3777~7& ©) to be
grammatical. —:n.] & adds: Skall 7 not go and smite him and vemove
reproach to-day from Israel ?  For who is this uncircumcised [that he should
taunt the ranks of a living God]? The whole is modelled after v.26. Possibly
this verse originally ended with 27=, —878, ™1 azxn] superfluous, to our
notion, but quite in accordance with Hebrew usage, which thus introduces
concluding sentences of speeches. It is, therefore, original, though omitted
by &B (retained by We,, Dr., Bu,, Ki.). The break in the sense is indicated
by the space in the middle of the verse. In fact, a new paragraph begins with
th> seccnd half verse. —88. -] a plural in form, but as a singular vz is
attested by 2 S. 104, it is possible that this is intended here; so & understood.
The garment intended is worn by warriors or officials, Jd. 31 (Ehud), 2 S. 104
(David’s ambassadors), 1 S. 18¢ (Jonathan), 2 S. 20° (Joab). KI., thercfore,
supposes that it was a coat of defence (made of leather?); the uar3vas & was
of sheepskin., But this is not certain. There seems no way of interpreting
the language except to suppose that the author makes Saul recognize David’s
superior worth, and virtually abdicate to him by clothing him in the kingly
garment. A later paragraph has the same idea when it makes Jonathan
exchange garments with David, thus figuratively putting him in his place. —
70} is the wrong tense, and is omitted by &B. KI. supposes the original to
. have been jnan 2. — p3yp] is written .31 elsewhere, and by a number of MSS,
M
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is 80 given here. — (2 ™ w34] found in 3 is omitted by @B, and is prob-
ably a late interpolation. —88. n3™> “xw] is impossible. éroxfacer @&B ren-
ders x>, cf. Gen. 191, 2hey wearied themselves to find the door, that is, they tried
unsuccessfully to find it. ‘The emendation is suggested by Schleusner, Novus
Zhesaurus (1820), and independently of him by several others (Dr., Notes).
With this meaning of the verb, @ is consistent in adding dxa} xal 3ls. How
&L came to éxdArawe does not appear.— 1 570n] should probably be read
3.0 with @B, for David had been clothed by others, who would also take
the garments off (&L omits David’s name, though it has the verb in the

singular).

40-54. The duel. — David goes out with the weapon to which
he is accustomed — the sling— taking pains to provide suitable
stones. After an exchange of speeches, he hits the target so suc-
cessfully that the giant falls prostrate, and is despatched. The fall
of the champion is followed by the rout of the Philistine army.

40. David took his club in his hand] a very ancient weapon,
and still effective among the Bedawin. One of David’s soldiers
used it successfully against an Egyptian champion, 2z S. 23", —
And chose five smooth stones from the bed of the stream and put
them in his scrip] the word is probably a technical term for the
slinger’s box or bag, in which he carried his ammunition. — 4nd
[took] Ais sking] a well-known and formidable weapon, Jd. 20"
—41. The verse is lacking in & ; and as it breaks the connexion,
we may disregard it. —482. The Philistine boked and saw David
and despised him, because he was a youth] the rest of the descrip-
tion is identical with that given in 16.—43, 44. The Philis-
tine’s contempt and self-confidence: Am [/ a dog, that thou comest
against me with a club 7] that he adds imprecations &y Ais gods is
only what we expect. With the threat to give David’s flesh & zhe
birds of heaven and to the beasts of the field, cf. Dt. 28% Is, 18°
Jer. 15% —45-47. David's reply begins with an allusion to the
Philistine’s superiority in arms, as compared with the club to
which he has made scornful allusion. Yet as contrasted with the
sword and spear and javelin, David feels himself armed witk zhe
name of Yahweh Sebaoth, God of the ranks of Israel whick thou
hast insulted this day] the Massoretic division of verses is wrong,
and the words #4is day belong here. David’s confidence overtops
that of the Philistine : And Yahweh will deliver thee into my hand
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and I will cut off thy head, and will give thy carcase and the car-
cases of the camp of the Philistines to the birds of heaven and to
the beasts of the earth] the boast of the giant is thrown back at
him. The result: al/ the earth shall know that Israel has a God ]
something of which the heathen are not yet convinced. The
immediate lesson to those present is indicated : e #his congrega-
tion shall know, that not by sword and spear doth Yahwek save,
Jor the battle is Yahwek's] to dispose of according to his own
sovereign will. —48-49. There are indications that one of the
accounts here made the battle somewhat prolonged, David ad-
vancing and retreating according as the giant moved about in the
field. In the recension of &, however, the intention is to let
David finish the duel by a single blow, and this is consistently
carried out in what follows. Read therefore: And the Philistine
rose and came o meet David] joining immediately to what fol-
lows : And David put his hand into the bag and took thence a stone
and slang it] every movement is of importance to the historian
in a time like this — and smote the Philistine in the forchead] &
paraphrases by saying befween the eyes. The force of the blow is
seen in the fact that the stone sank into his forehead] so that,
stunned, ke fell on his face to the earth. — B50. The verse is lack-
ing in &5, and breaks the connexion. —581. And David ran and
stood over the Philistine and took his sword and killed him] in
this, which is the original form of one text, it was David’s sword
which he used, and this agrees with the mention of his sword
above, v.®. With the cutting off of their champion’s head, the
Philistines realized the situation and fled. —52. Zhe men of Israel
and Judah rose and raised the war-cry] the mention of Israel and
Judah separately has some colour here, because the battle was on
Judahite territory. The pursuit extended % the entrance of Gath]
so is to be read, and fo the gates of Ekron] so that the corpses
were strewed all the way from Sharaim] in the vicinity of the
battlefield # Gath and to Ekron.— 58. The pursuit was followed
by plundering the camp of the enemy.—54. The conclusion of
the account is evidently unhistorical.

40-64. The account is overfull, and is apparently the result of conflation.

The omissions of & show this, but are not as complete a guide to the original
documents as in the early part of the chapter. —40. “po] in 2 S. 232! the
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weapon is called w32, The oxgoad of Shamgar was essentially the same
weapon, — 1>~ 1% By h33] is evidently a gloss intended to explain vpY-, a
word which occurs nowhere else (We., Bu.).—»pb3] he would not have
distributed the stones in two receptacles, The 1 is therefore certainly wrong
(omitted by $&"). Omission of the preceding clause makes the sense clear.
It should be remarked however that & seems to have read vp%S V% aox =
(the shepherd’s bag) which he kad for a yalkut (cartridge box).—y13 y35p.]
goes back to the verb at the beginning of the verse. I suspect that the earliest
text had only 113 whpy Yopp nx 1 mpw. — 41, The whole verse is lacking in
@B, the last clause lacking in &8, It reads in ¥): and the Philistine kept
coming nearer to David, and the man bearing the shield was before him. It
is at least too early in the narrative, for the mention of the man with the shield
is appropriate only when David is about to sling the stone. It emphasizes the
difficulty he had in his attack. Probably the verse is a fragment of the same
document, which is omitted by & elsewhere. —48. nxaD npv-ay wown] is
borrowed from the description in 162, even to the textual error of 9; for abj.
That David was a youtk is sufficient reason for the Philistine’s conterpt, the
rest is superfluous. —48, 44 are duplicates. One of the two speeches is suffi-
cient to introduce David’s reply, and this is apparently v.43, In the feeling
that David should reply to both, &B or its original inserted at the end of 48,
xal elwer Aavld ovxl, GAX’ 9 xelpw xuvds. — 5n] takes the place of '9;. The
plural mbpoa is out of place; read nonD3, —nen neaa] is more commonly
ywa -3, which 21 MSS. (Dz2R.) have here, but cf. Joel 120, — 48, = ovn] is
connected with the preceding by &%, and this involves the reading y-b1 for
o, This is obviously correct (Th.), though rejected by We., Bu. That
the fate of Goliath will be decided ¢kis day is plain without the expx:ess state-
ment, both texts moreover have min ona later in the verse.—mn ~p] is
defensible, taking ~15 collectively. But with & we should probably read y~p
mnz vy, so Thy, We,, Bu. — paxa r+n] instead of the nvza nena of v, —
%771] as pointed, must give the purpose of the victory: that all the carth may
Anow. It would be possible, however, to point 1;7;, in which case the verb
would simply carry on the narrative, cf. Ex. 1441 (P) Is. 49%. —Swa2]
BG3L seem to have read “x1213.—47. 5pn] is a late word, cf. Jd. 202 —
AznSzh Mavt] seems not to occur elsewhere. —48. Sp=> M) would seem
to intimate that as offen as the giant endeavoured to come to close quarters,
David gave back, at the same time plying him with stones from the sling. An
indication of the same view is seen in the Ao near the end of the verse,
for this would naturally mean the ranks of Isracl. The whole second half of
the verse from ~npow is lacking in @B, which also reads at the beginning xal
&véarn. The shorter form thus presented is consistent with what follows, and
I have adopted it. —49. 13x] is expanded into ~nx jan by Bu., following &Y,
but this seems unnecessary. —1ana $3271] & adds 8ix s xeparalas, which is
favoured by We, and adopted by Bu. It seems doubtful whether one could
say that the stone sank through the helmet, while it is entirely proper to say
that it sané into the forehead. —50. The verse is evidently the concluding
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remark of one of the documents. So David was stronger than the Philistine
with the sling and with the stone, and smote the Philistine and slew kim, though
there was no sword in the hand of David] the last clause is not an introduc-
tion to what follows (Th.), but emphasizes the simplicity of the shepherd boy's
armament. Like the rest of this document, it is lacking in &B. —b51. npom
maynz] is lacking in @&B, and evidently a redactional insertion intended to
bring the verse into harmony with the preceding. — 63. o'n»Spn~nr] éxlgw
abrdy @B, either form may be an afterthought, as the sense is good without
either. — x» T%13-1)] as the name of a town is expected we should read
na 3 3 with the original of @BL, — 1py] is doubtless correct as compared
with Askalon of &. — 2y>] is evidently intended to be a proper name; and
a town of this name is mentioned (Jos. 15%) in immediate connexion with
Shocoh and Azekah, therefore probably to be found in the vicinity of the
battlefield. In order to make sense we must emend (with Kl.) to oo 94n,
or better y»2 7777, —that the wounded fell a// #he way from the battlefield
to the two cities is information which is quite in place. The conjecture of
We., adopted by Bu., which reads op2n 37 (with &), and understands by it
the roadway in the gates of the two cities, falls to the ground on considering
vy, which follows. The wounded might fall in the gateway af #he cities, but
not o the cities. — 8. poz] the verb is found with +wnx also, Gen. 3138 (E). —
54. o>21v] is so evidently out of place here that we are forced to consider
the clause an insertion of a late editor, in which case we shall regard the
whole verse with suspicion. The mention of David’s tent, however, is per-
fectly in accord with the narrative, 16!%-3, which makes him a member of
Saul's staff.

XVII. 55-XVIIL. 5. David’s introduction to the court. — Saul
professes complete ignorance of David and instructs Abner to
make inquiries. Abner brings the young hero to the king, and
Jonathan is especially drawn to him. A firm friendship is ce-
mented between the two young men, and David is taken into the
king’s service.

The most ingenious harmonists have not succeeded in reconcil-
ing this paragraph with 16", As it is lacking in the original
form of &, it must be judged like vv.}*¥ above.

55. The narrative goes back a little: And when Saul saw
David going forth to meet the Philistine, he said to Abner, the
general of the army : Whose son is the lad, Abner ? There is no
reason to take the question in any but the literal sense. It implied
Saul’s entire ignorance of David. The inquiry for his father was
equivalent to asking, who is ke? The attempt of Keil to show
that Saul’s question did not imply ignorance of David is entirely
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futile, and is refuted moreover by Abner's confession, which was :
By thy life, O king, I do not know] the Bedawy still swears &y zie
life of the person addressed. —56-58. Abner is commanded to
make inquiry, @ 1d when David returned from smiting the Philis-
tine, Abner took him and brought him before Saul, with the Philis-
tine's head in his hand] where he answered Saul’s question. That
there was a m-re extended conversation which is not reported
seems implied by the following verse. '

XVIII. 1. When David had finished speaking with Saul, zke
soul of Jonathan was bound up with the soul of David] cf. Gen.
44® (J). The manifestation of Jonathan'’s love is seen in the
covenant, v.3.—&. Saul takes David into his service, and did not
allow him to return fo his father's house] the parallel is 16% —
3. And Jonathan madle a covenant with David] in the following
Jonathan alone acts, and hence the slight conjectural change here
adopted is desirable. The covenant between the two is also de-
scribed (23'), where Jonathan recognizes David as the future king,
and stipulates that himself shall be prime minister. A covenant
of brotherhood was made by Mohammed between the Fugitives
and the Helpers. Each Meccan was made brother to a Medinan,
and the bond was regarded as closer than blood brotherhood.
Something of the kind is intended here.—4. In making the cove-
nant, Jonathan s#ripped himself of the cloak which ke had on] the
garment mentioned is one worn by the well-to-do ; and gave it fo
David, and his accoutrements also, including his sword and his
bow and kis girdle] the simple shepherd lad is thus fitted to shine
at court. — 5. Saul gave David a command in the army, in which
he showed good capacity — such is the order of the clauses in &".
So far from the promotion being offensive to the older soldiers,
it pleased all the people and also the servants of Saul] his court
officials. There seems no reason to dissociate this verse from the
rest of the paragraph, as is done by Bu. The first clause of v.® is
transitional, as is shown by its being lacking in &®. The redactor,
by this clause, returns from the digression concerning David’s pro-
motion to the main stream of the history.

XVII. 66-XVIIL. 6. The paragraph is iacking in @Bete. The attempts to
- harmonize the accounts are numerous. Schmid supposes that 1643 belongs
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chronologically after this, But consideration of that account shows that
David was there unknown to Saul, which could not have been the case after
the conflict with Goliath. —58. rwxa>] cf. 3120 at the opening of v.57, —
m=c”1>] on the force of ~r in such a question, cf. BDB. s.z. (4). — 120™n]
by the life of thy soul, cf. 20% —1ocn] is the vocative with the article —a
common construction, — an] after oaths, is negative. — 67. 13 \nrvon wxn']
a circumstantial clause.— XVIII. 1. There seems to be some confusion in
this and the following verse. That Sau/ ook Ahim seems to belong with v.5,
and v.2 interrupts the account of Jonathan’s friendship, begun in v.}. The
form f the sentence, M. .. oDy, also makes a difficulty. As it stands, it
would naturally metn: When David ceased speaking (since Jonathan's soul
was bound up in the soul of David ), then Jonathan loved him. This, of course,
is impossible. There is reason to suspect, therefore, that the parenthetical
clause is an interpolation; and the explicitness of the last clause is an argu-
ment in the same direction. —1378] is probably a mistake for v3axw, the
regular form, which is substituted by the Qré4. —8. <] is objected to by We.,
and omitted by Ki. (in Kautzsch). Bu,, in his text, changes to , which
relieves the difficulty. The received text may be due to the tendency to make
David prominent, which manifests itself in @L, where we find David the king.
It should be noted, however, that % nva nn> usually means s prescribe terms
as a conqueror does to the conquered, Jd. 22 Dt. 72 1 S. 111, On the meaning
of the word 3 cf. Moore on Jud. 29 and reff. —4. Yyoa-nu] is what would
be the second accusative in an active form of the verb, cf. Dav., Syntax, 74 ¢.
— 1] secms to includé the weapons which follow. The géird/ is much es-
teemed among the Orientals. —8. The order of the clauses adopted above
from @L seems the only natural one. It is possible, however, that there has
been corruption. or interpolation of the verse. Kl. proposes to read: And
David came out, clothed with all that ke [Jonathan] Aad put upon him, and
brought him back to the men of war, and it pleased all the people and the ser-
vants of Saul. Something like this may have been the original text, showing
how fully Jonathan adopted the young warrior.—%32+] is justified by Dr.,,
Notes, but o>, suggested by We., certainly makes better sense. After N3+
we need to be told whither David went. The theory of Bu. (£S. 219), that
this verse (as it stands in J§) belongs with 16%, seems to be refuted by the
fact that there is no reason for David’s promotion, unless it be some feat of
arms. That he successfully played the harp would be an argument in favour
of keeping him in the vicinity of the king, instead of giving him a command
in the field. The verse seems therefore to belong in its present environmcn'.

XVIIL 6-30. Baul’s jealousy of David. — The eulogies of the
women who greet the returning army, rouse the jealousy of Saul.
He therefore removes David from service near his person, and
appoints him over a band of soldiers in the field. David’s activity
and discretion are such that his ltold on the people increases, which



168 1 SAMUEL

increases also Saul’s fear. Michal, the younger daughter of Saul,
falls in love with David, and Saul makes this an occasion for expos-
ing David to new dangers. David's success adds to the king’s
dislike, which now becomes a settled hatred. This is the main
stream of the narrative, which is preserved to us in the text of &®.
It is interrupted in 3 by inconsistent insertions. One of these
(vv.11) tells of Saul’s attempt to murder David. Another (vv.7)
gives the account of an unfulfilled promise of Saul to give his older
daughter to David. Leaving these out, we find a consistent and
well-planned story, of whose unity there can be no doubt. It
belongs with 16'®, The plus of 3§ consists, in all probability,
of fragments of another document, though their coherence is not
so marked as in the case of the sections omitted by @ in the pre-
ceding chapter and the early part of this. As already pointed
out, the consistency of the text of & here is an argument for the
originality of the same text in 17.

6-80. On the critical questions there is considerable disagreement. We.
( 7BS.) remarks on the consistency of the text of &B. Bu., in his text, assigns
1519 to E, the rest of the chapter (except minute fragments) to J. I agree
that. the main narrative is connected with 1618, But I cannot account for

the text of GB, except by supposing that it represents one document and that
the omissions represent another.

6-16. The original narrative seems to have consisted of ®% %
21338 for this is all that is represented in one recension — that
of &2 The interpolated section. tells of Saul's attempt to transfix
David with the javelin, an outbreak which comes too early here.
A similar attempt is related farther on in the narrative.

6. The first part of the verse has already been remarked upon.
The paragraph originally began: And the dancing women came
out from all the cities of Judah] this would appropriately continue
the account of the death of Goliath or any similar story.— 7o
meet Saul the king] the prominence which David has in the history
leads @® to read: & mect David. The women of the Bedawin
still dance out with singing to meet the warriors returnipg from a
foray.®* — With timbrels and with rejoicing and with cymbals] the
zeugma is awkward, and possibly the second word is corrupt.

¢ Doughty, Zravels in Arabia Deserta, 1. p. 452
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The timbrel [tambourine] was the instrument most frequently
carried by the women when dancing, Ex. 15® Jd. 11%.— 7. The
women sang antiphonally, as is still the custom in Eastern festivals :

Saul slew his thousands,
And David his myriads.

—8. The incident was unpleasant to Saul] as we can well under-
stand : 7o David they give the myriads and lo me the thousands.
—9. The result: Saul kept his eye on David from that day on-
ward] in suspicion and dislike.

[The interpolation vv.! " js a duplicate of 19°* and is here cer-
tainly out of place. It tells that on the morrow the evil spirit of
God came upon Saul and he played the prophet within the house
while David was playing as was his custom. And Saul had the
spear in his hand, and he raised the spear, saying to himself : 1
will smite it through David into the wall. But David moved away
Jrom before him thrice. Saul's murderous impulse manifested itself
in a similar attempt at a later stage of the history. There it is in
place, because he had exhausted his indirect means of getting
David out of the way.]

12, 13. Originally the verses read: And Saul feared David
and removed him from being near him, and made him caplain of a
thousand ; and he went out and came in at the head of the soldiers]
the meaning is obvious, and the connexion is good in itself, as
well as with v.%. Saul’s suspicion grew into fear, and he would no
longer trust David in personal attendance (as armour-bearer, 16%)
on himself. But, not wishing to insult the people’s favourite, he
gave him a post of honour which was also one of danger, keeping
him on service in the field. The connexion is broken in the
received text by the insertion of the loss of the Spirit (so we must
interpret ) as a motive for Saul’s fear; such a motive is here
incongruous and unnecessary.— 14. The result of the move was
only to bring out David’s virtues more conspicuously. — /n all his
ways David showed wisdom, and Yahweh was with him] to pros-
per him ; compare the case of Joseph, Gen. 39°.—15. On per-
ceiving this, Saul’s fear was heightened — he sfood in dread of him.
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—16. In contrast with this was the affection of the people : Buz
all Israel and Judah loved David, because he went out, and came
in before them.

8. ‘nobpn . .. 3w3] is coloured by Bu. as belonging to a different document
from owi2a o, In fact, one of the two verbs is superfluous. It would be
equally easy to suppose a¥133 the insertion of a scribe. The text of &GB
adopted above seems entirely to meet the necessities of the case.— 3v2sn]
al xopebovoar @ -— possibly combining 0'231 with mnza, which comes later.
But a change from mb%npn is explicable, in case of a scribe who thought that
word applicable to professional dancing women, and who wished to avoid
making them the subject here, cf. Jd. 219%, — m»>] (or vo> Qré) scems not
represented in @B, — nnpwa1] the collocation seems awkward to us. We, cites
1 Chr. 13 as parallel; but the parallel is not exact. The »-~. is mentioned
nowhere else. —7. npnoon] is lacking in @B. —-3 n>=] is generally s smite
among, 61 Num. 33%. The only exceptions that I find are this verse and the
citations of it in 21'2 2g5. — »oYK3] should be read, with the Q7. —8. ~av
PIY3 P ez eob] s, doubtless, expanded from the simpler text, which is
represented' in & Sw2 w3 . Maay should doubtless be -3 &, to
correspond with 3'w%na (We., Bw.). —axcn Ju ¥ m; ] is lacking in @B. —
9. 1ny] to be read 1™, with the Qré. The verb occurs here only. Being a
denominative, the form is probably intended to be a Poel participle (so Dr.),
for nys. There are a few examples of such shortened forms.—10, 11. The
verses are lacking in the same MSS. of @&, which are without 171#9!, They
contain another version of 19%. There Saul’s attempt is continued, even after
David has once escaped. Here the attempt has no noticeable consequences,
and everything goes on as if it had not been made.— P nc:] must refer to
the day after the triumphal entry. But this was too early for Saul’s jealousy
to have reached such a height, and David certainly would not have entertained
thoughts of becoming the king’s son-in-law after such an exhibition of hatred.
—n237] the verb in this form ordinarily means % propkesy. The man pos-
sessed by the evil spirit acts in the same way as the man possessed by the
good spirit — videtur spiritum hunc malum imitatum esse, ut simiam, Spiritum
Sanctum, et ex Saule ineptum prophetam fecisse, Schm. p. 621. — ~unm] s4e
lance which was the insignium of the chieftain, as is still the case with the
Arabs. —11. o] is pointed as though from Sw, which occurs in 20%, with
the meaning /o Aur/. But here the spear seems not to have been actually
hurled, and we should probably point %3 from ~2, ke lifted up — @A T,
Th,, al. —nox] is perhaps to be pointed my%, with T.—18. @B has only the
first clause of the verse, and, as in the other cases, represents the original text.
The other clause — decause Yahweh was with him while he had departed
Jrom Saul— is an insertion on the basis of the verse 16!, which is itself an
editorial construction. Yahwek and ke spirit of Yakweh are interchangeable,
Jd. 16%. —14. %55] read 9.3 with the versions (Th.), and read also »71 with
the Qré.
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17-19. David and Merab. — Saul offers his older daughter,
Merab, to David in marriage, on the vague condition that he be
courageous and fight the enemies of Yahweh. The king was
really moved in this by the hope that David would fall in battle.
When this did not prove to be the event, he unscrupulously broke
his word and gave his daughter to another.

The section is one of those lacking in &%, and we naturally
connect it with the others. In one of these we find that Saul’s
daughter was to be the reward of the man who should smite the
Philistine champion, 14®. It is natural to suppose that the pres-
ent paragraph is intended to show how Saul failed to carry out
that offer. With this agrees the manner in which this section
opens. Saul proposes his daughter without any evident occasion,
unless it be that David has a claim on her already ; there is no
question of a price to be paid. It seems evident, therefore, that

- this story is the sequel of 17®. On the other hand, it is quite
irreconcilable with the following paragraph, which recounts David’s
marriage with Michal. As we shall see, the proposition there made
is quite a new thing, and the form in which it is made shows entire
ignorance of a previous similar proposal such as we have now
before us.

17. Saul takes the initiative and offers Merab to David, with
the stipulation (if such it can be called) : Ondy ée a valiant
man, and fight the battles of Yahweh] for the last phrase, cf. 25®
and the title ¢ Book of the Battles of Yahweh,’ Num. 21, In
this proposition, Saul's real thought was: Lef not my hand be upon
him, but let the hand of the Philistines be upon him] as is set forth
also in the bargain struck for Michal. — 18. David’s reply is mod-
est: Who am I, and what is my father's clan in Israel, that 1
should be son-in-law to the king? It was the part of a gentle-
man to depreciate his own worth. Similar language is used by
Saul himself when the kingly dignity is offered him.—19. The
appointed time came, Sut she was given to Adriel the Mehola-
thite] in the received text the same man is mentioned, 2 S. 215
but as the husband of Michal. The historical uncertainty is
obvious. Saul’s action as here represented is, of course, a deadly
affront.
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17-19. Budde and Kittel make the paragraph a part of the same document
which immediately precedes. It seems to me that v.?’ continues v.'s, The
contrast between Saul's fear of David and the people’s love of him (v.18)
is heightened by the fact that even Saul’'s daughter loved him (v.®),—
17. n»vun), like Leah, Gen. 29%, for which we find 7737 1 S, 14%.  Merab
is mentioned only in this passage, and in 14% in 3. She is put in place of
Michal (perhaps correctly) by &L in 2 S. 218, — »'n"3%] 145 2 S. 27, —“pN]
said /o Aimself, as not infrequently. —18. *ax rno»n »n ‘o] the sayy or Arab
kindred group “was a political and social unity, so far as there was any unity
in that very loosely urganized state of society.” The 'n was therefore the same
as the nnpor, and &L has only one of the two words here. We. and others
suppose the original to have been “n, which was afterwards explained by the
insertion of “ax rnp2:, and then misunderstood by the punctuators. I prefer
to read *3x 'n ‘o with @L. The mention of one’s fasker in such a connexion
is natural, especially to an oriental. —18. nn=ny3] a time seems to have been
set, Schm. 622. 5wy is an Aramaic equivalent of Sy, Jer. 3639, — God
is my help seems to be the meaning of the word (Nestle, Am. Jour. Sem.
Lang. XI1I, p. 173). In 2 S. 218 this Adriel is called Som of Barsillai. —
snbnzn] a native of Abel Mekolak, a place in the Jordan valley, cf. Jd. 72 with
Moore’s note.

The same phenomenon shows itself here as in some earlier cases; two
accounts are so similar that we suspect them to be variants of the same origi-
nal. In this case the proposal of Merab is another form of the story of Michal.
And as the former puts Saul’s behaviour in a worse light than the latter, it is
probably designed to take its place in the document which we have already
seen to be prejudiced against Saul.

20-30. David marries Michal, Saul’s danghter. — The account
shows no knowledge of the preceding paragraph. Michal is called
the daughter of Saul, without reference to any other. Her affection
for David comes to Saul as a welcome occasion to bring David
into danger. He opens negotiations indirectly. All these indi-
cations point to the independence of the narrative. The step
taken is the second of Saul's attempts to overthrow David, the
first having been to give him service in the field, v.”.

20. Michal loved David, and when they told Saul, #he matter
was right in his eyes] 2 S. 17°.—21. The reason was that he
thought to make use of her as @ snare, or, more properly, as a
bai?, to lure him on to his destruction, so that ke kand of the
Philistine should be upon him] as above, v.¥'. The remainder of
the verse is an interpolation. —22. It would be unbecoming in
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the king to make advances. He therefore commands his servants :
Speak to David privately] after giving a favourable account of
David’s standing with the people, they were to advise: now de-
come son-in-law fo the king] the verb is used elsewhere of snter-
marrying with families or tribes, Dt. 73, —28. David objects his
lack of the qualifications: JIs i¢ an easy thing, in your estimation,
o become son-in-law to the king when I am poor and of no reputa-
fron ? cf. v.5, — 24, 25. When the reply was reported to Saul, he
instructed his courtiers to mcet the material objection, which was
that David was too poor to pay the usual price for a king's daugh-
ter: ZThe king has no desire for a price] the word is regularly used
of the price paid by a man for a wife. Our word dowry conveys a
wrong impression. Marriage by purchase can be traced in many
regions. For example, coemptio seems to have been one method
of marriage among the Romans. Old Testament examples are
familiar, as Jacob, who paid the price in service. A sum of money
is supposed to be given in the Book of the Covenant, Ex. 22,
But the king's desire is_for a hundred foreskins of the Philistines.
If the Philistines alone were uncircumcised among the inhabitants
of Palestine, the kind of trophy chosen is explicable. The osten-
sible object was: fo de avenged on the king’s enemies; the real
purpose was 20 cause David to fall by the hand of the Philistines.
— 286, 27. The proposition was acceptable to David, who rose and
went, he and his men, and smote among the Philistines a hundred
men] which the received text has made two hundred ; and érought
their foreskins and paid them in full to the king in order to become
son-in-law to the king. The king had, therefore, no pretext for
further delay, and gave him Mickal, his daughter, to wife. The
original continuation of this verse seems to be rg". What follows
here is an account of the mental, or moral, state of Saul, with a
renewed panegyric of David. —28. And Sauw! saw that Yahweh
was with David, and that all Israel loved him] the double favour
(of Yahweh and of the people) increased Saul's dread. V.- %%
are lacking in @&PB. See the critical note. —29. The climax of
the chapter is here reached — So Sau!/ feared David yet more. —
30. A panegyric of David, such as we have had to superfluity. It
simply says that as often as the Philistines made their incursions
David acted wisely above all the servants of Saul, and his name
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was exceeding precious. It is intended to point the contrast
afforded by Saul's conduct, as related in the following verse.

90. Y>'n] the name appears as MeAxdA in @& and as Swecbo in &, It is
possible therefore that the form is contracted (or mutilated) from bwobe.
Olshausen (Gr. § 277 f.) supposed it to be another form of Sk>e. —81. wpzh)
Ex. 10". The second half of the verse is an evident interpolation and is lack-
ing in @Bsl, It breaks the sense, for Saul would not first make the proposition
to David and afterwards insinuate it by his servants. As it stands, the sentence
can only be an attempt to harmonize this narrative with the account of Merab.
But what the editor meant by it is difficult to discover. The important word is
0", which can only mean 0% fwo conditions (shalt thou be my son-in-law),
Pseudo-Hier Questiones. But what the two conditions are is not told, and this
moreover would not harmonize the two accounts. We should expect something
like the Jewish interpretation 8y #wo (so @A) i.e., by a double tie, or dy one
of the two (so T). But the former would be ironical, and the latter leaves the
main word unexpressed. We are forced therefore to leave the problem un-
solved. KI. supposes 0123 = in fwo years, but this does not help the real
difficulty. @ has &v 7als Surdueaiv (in virtute 1), which probably represents
only a conjecture. — 88. ©53] of what is done stealthily, 24%. —1on-n] one is
tempted to translate propose yourself as som-in-law, which the form would
certainly bear. But this could not be carried through the passage, cf. v.97, —
Toe3] probably shows the real force to be ally yourself by marriage with the
Aing. —88. nop1] is the exact opposite of "33y, Is. 35, —28. 03] cf. Schm.
p- 623; on Arab customs WRS. Kinskip, p. 78. Greek examples are cited by
Driver and Nestle (Marginalien, p. 14, citing /1. 9, 141 fl. 283f1.). —*>] some
good Hebrew MSS. have ox '3 in the text —and this is the reading of the
Babylonian school (Cappellus, Critica Sacra, p. 190; Baer, p. 118). — mby]
We. refers to Dillmann, Lex. Ethiop. s.v. Josephus gives six hundred Aeads
as the price, in order not to offend the taste of his Gentile readers. — 26. &%
oo woe] is lacking in @B, inserted in @A after the first word of the next
verse. It is an interpolation, intended to magnify David’s zeal (We., Dr.). —
27. o*~nz] is another change of the same sort. @& has one Aundred, which is
confirmed by 2 S. 3. =~ after #an is lacking in @ &L.—3>wScn] should
probably be read oxbov, David being the subject. He alone could pay in
Jull to become the king’s son-in-law. The change to the plural was made to
avoid the disagreeable picture of David presented by the word, one especially
offensive to later ritual ideas — for which reason also it was omitted by &B
(We.).

Repeated consideration of the natural connexion of the narrative, forces
me to the conclusion expressed above, that in the original story Saul’s attempt
to murder David in his house (19!'-) was made on his wedding night. Other-
wise we have an incident, whose character stamps it as original, which we can-
not fit into the history. In case this be correct, we should probably join 1911 to
18%7 by taking two words from the end of 191%, and reading 3 Aa%%a v,



XVIIL 20-XIX. 2 175

88. ] lacking in @BL, is superfluous. — aname Sw=n3y b3m] can be
trans'ated only parenthetically : ¢ Saul saw that Yahweh was with David (while
Michal, Saul's daughter, loved him) and he feared.’ But the effect is not
harmonious, and we should doubtless restore the reading of &'B Sz 53 »»
12 (@L combines the two texts). This gives an additional reason for Saul’s
fear, which is what we expect. —89. noxm] the Qré substitutes nom; the
difference is only one of spelling. — 8> for 8%, cf. Ges.®, § 69n. The latter
part of ¢ and the whole of ™ are lacking in &B; they point out, superfluously,
the contrast between Saul's attitude and that of David. The original opening
of 19! may 